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This study investigated the effectiveness of office hours conducted within online 
classes and created a framework for instructors to use when adapting office hours, office 
hours structures, and office hours procedures for online educational environments.  A 
mixed-method approach using a sequential explanatory design was used to first gather 
quantitative information concerning student perception and use of office hour within 
online classes and student interaction preferences within online classes. This information 
was then used to in the development of a framework base the ARCS Model of 
Motivational Design and Social Information Processing Theory for instructors to use 
when planning and implementing office hours within their online classes. The second 
part of the research methodology, a qualitative approach, used a case-study approach and 
a semi-structured interview protocol to evaluate the effectiveness of the framework 
implemented by an instructor within an online class. This evaluation focused on how 
effectively the framework addressed student barriers to attending office hours within 
online classes and how the framework increased the effectiveness of student-instructor 
interaction within online office hours sessions. 
The findings of the study showed online students experience similar barriers to 
attending office hours as face-to-face students. The findings showed how online students 
are different than face-to-face students and new barriers appeared that were not found in 
prior office hours research. The findings showed how barriers could be organized by 
source type, which can make addressing student barriers easier for instructors and 
instructional designers. The findings showed the framework was useful in addressing 
student barriers to office hour attendance, motivating students to attend office hours, and 
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motivating students to interact with their instructors. And, the findings showed the use of 
the framework by instructors increase instructor enjoyment of office hours and benefited 
other areas within an online course. 
Implications and recommendations for future research are discussed in attrition to 
the findings and the benefits provided by the framework and the use of the framework 
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CHAPTER I – INTRODUCTION 
In 1975, Vincent Tinto identified a positive relationship between instructor-
student interactions and student retention.  Tinto’s work further identified the interactions 
between a student and an instructor as a predictor of student retention in higher 
education, as the interaction forged a connection to the institution for the student (Tinto, 
1975).   Similar findings are further identified throughout available literature.  Research 
has shown student-instructor interactions to have positive effects on persistence (Ludwig-
Hardman & Dunlap, 2003; Pascarella et al., 2004), retention (Nadler & Nadler, 2000; 
Pascarella et al., 2004), academic performance (Jaggars & Xu, 2016; Nadler & Nadler, 
2000), and academic motivation (Cox & Orehovec, 2007; Jaasma & Koper, 1999; Trolian 
et al., 2016).  With most of the prior research focusing on in-person interactions between 
students and instructors, more recent research has focused on these interactions within an 
online course setting (Cung et al., 2018; Jaggars & Xu, 2016). 
 In 1993, Michael Moore hypothesized the physical distance created by online 
classes would also create psychological distance between students and the instructor.  
Moore further theorized the online nature of the course and the distance between students 
and the instructor, could affect student-instructor communication, the students sense of 
presence within the course, the instructor’s sense of presence within the course, and the 
student’s connection to the institution (Moore, 1993).  However, recent research has 
suggested the negative effects of Moore’s Theory of Transactional Distance may be 
addressed through effective student-instructor interaction (A. W. Cole et al., 2017; Cung 
et al., 2018; Jaggars & Xu, 2016; Martin & Bolliger, 2018).  Cung et al. (2018) found 
effective student-instructor interaction within a course can positively affect the notions of 
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student and instructor presence.  This research also identified student-instructor 
interaction as a significant factor to predicting student persistence (Cung et al., 2018).  
Martin and Bolliger (2018) found interactions between students and instructors increased 
student engagement within the course and helped student find meaning, or purpose, in the 
materials presented within the course.  This research also found the level of student-
instructor interaction affected students’ perception of instructor presence, or the 
perception that the course was being taught by a person and not a technology (Martin & 
Bolliger, 2018).  Jaggars and Xu (2016) identified a connection between student-
instructor interaction and student achievement within online education.  This research 
predicted a significant increase in a student’s overall course grade depending on the level 
of student-instructor interaction within the course (Jaggars & Xu, 2016).   
A summary of the research leads to a single determining factor, interaction 
between students and instructors is important (Meyer et al., 2009).  However, research 
has yet to identify specific methods, or strategies, that effectively facilitate this 
interaction within online courses (Cung et al., 2018; Jaggars & Xu, 2016).  Research has 
offered several strategies that facilitate these interactions with mixed results and no clear 
holistic solution for online courses (A. W. Cole et al., 2017; Jaggars & Xu, 2016).  Smith 
et al. (2017), however, suggests the practice of office hours within online classes as a way 
to achieve this goal.   
The practice of office hours involves blocks of time scheduled throughout a week, 
and over the course of a semester, a common meeting place, and an attendance, or 
scheduling, policy usually set by the instructor.  The purpose of office hours is to provide 
students with an opportunity for further interaction with instructors outside of the 
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classroom (Acitelli et al., 2016).  Historically, office hours are seen as a key aspect in 
facilitating a student-instructor relationship (Nadler & Nadler, 2000) and have become a 
mandatory component of academic life across many institutions of higher education 
(Hong & Hu, 2012).  While the variety and format of office hours may vary between 
instructors, and institutions the act of holding and participating in office hours is viewed 
as academic best practice and a commitment to students by the institution and the 
instructors.  Instructors commit a portion of their schedule to provide students with an 
additional avenue of student-instructor interaction, outside of the classroom, and the 
institutions ensure instructors continue their commitment through academic policy 
(Boyer, 1990).   
 The benefits of office hours, for both students and instructors, is derived from the 
additional face-to-face contact outside of the classroom (Lau, 2003).  While students may 
be afforded the opportunity to have a similar type of contact both before and after a 
scheduled class time, an office hour session ensures both student and instructor are 
focused on the topics and issues at hand, without additional distraction (Guerrero & Rod, 
2013).  Students may use these sessions to obtain assistance with course materials, seek 
advice, or discuss future academic plans (Acitelli et al., 2016; Guerrero & Rod, 2013; 
Lau, 2003).  Instructors may use these sessions to reach a consensus, or understanding, 
with students and provide both academic and emotional support (Guerrero & Rod, 2013).  
The result of participating in these sessions is the development and furthering of the 
student-instructor relationship, which may result in increased student satisfaction, 
retention, persistence, and improved academic motivation (Boyer, 1990; Lau, 2003; 
Nadler & Nadler, 2000; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  The recent increase in popularity 
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of online classes, however, has caused problems facilitating office hours and maintaining 
these types of interactions and relationships within an online educational setting 
(Guerrero & Rod, 2013; Smith et al., 2017).  Very little research is available to help 
instructors effectively conduct office hours within an online class (Li & Pitts, 2009; 
Smith et al., 2017). 
 Furthermore, students who elect to take online classes may not have the ability to 
communicate with his/her instructors face-to-face, as these student often live off-campus, 
attend school part-time, or work during the scheduled office hours sessions (Johnson, 
2015).  Instructors, however, are still required to hold office hours for these classes 
(Hong & Hu, 2012).  To compensate for the loss of the face-to-face communication 
method, both instructors and students have become reliant upon email as their primary 
method of communication (Edwards, 2009).  However, very little research is available 
concerning how instructors might leverage new technologies to adapt the traditional 
practice of office hours for an online student population or how these new technologies 
will impact online student perceptions of office hours (Li & Pitts, 2009; Smith et al., 
2017). 
Problem Statement 
Office hours are a component of institutional and departmental policy of many 
institutions of higher education (Hong & Hu, 2012).  The practice of organizing and 
holding office hours has long been a component of an instructor’s professional 
responsibilities in higher education and are designed to provide students with an 
additional avenue of communication to ask questions or seek additional assistance 
(Acitelli et al., 2016).  Research has been conducted concerning the effectiveness of in-
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person office hours, and the barriers students experience with office hours, in a traditional 
higher education setting (Acitelli et al., 2016; Guerrero & Rod, 2013; Lau, 2003).  
Additional research has been conducted concerning the effectiveness of providing office 
hours in a virtual setting for traditional, or face-to-face, student populations within higher 
education (Edwards, 2009; Johnson, 2015; Li & Pitts, 2009; Smith et al., 2017).  Online 
student populations are very different from face-to-face student populations, with 
different needs, expectations, and limitations concerning communication and interaction 
with instructors (Johnson, 2015).  However, many institutions of higher education require 
instructors of online classes to hold office hours that adhere to a traditional office hours 
structure, or a similar structure practiced by instructors teaching face-to-face classes 
within the institution, without providing any instruction or guidance (Guerrero & Rod, 
2013).  Very little research has been done concerning the effectiveness of office hours for 
an online, or non-face-to-face, student population (Smith et al., 2017).  Research also 
indicates face-to-face student populations experience common and consistent barriers to 
attending office hours offered in a traditional format (Guerrero & Rod, 2013; Li & Pitts, 
2009; Smith et al., 2017), which allows instructors to adjust the format to meet student 
needs and address student barriers (Smith et al., 2017).  Very little research has been done 
to identify student barriers to attending office hours offered within online classes (Li & 
Pitts, 2009; Smith et al., 2017).  In addition, no single model, framework, set of 
guidelines, or best practices exist to aid instructors in the development and delivery of 
office hours to an online student population (Cung et al., 2018).  Smith et al. (2017) 
suggest a research gap exists between effective delivery of office hours within an online 
environment and online student perceptions of office hours.  They further suggest the 
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inconsistencies created by this gap may hinder the development of the student-instructor 
relationship within online classes (Smith et al., 2017).  
Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the effectiveness of office hours 
conducted in fully online classes at a public university in the southeastern United States 
and identify the barriers, or constraints, that hinder student-instructor interaction, and the 
development of the student-instructor relationship, during the practice of online office 
hours.  These data are further used to create a design framework for instructors to use 
when organizing and delivering office hours to an online student population.  A second 
purpose of this study is to evaluate the effectiveness of the design framework in 
addressing identified student barriers to attending office hours and enhance student-
instructor interactions within online office hours.  
Research Questions 
The primary questions to be addressed by the research are: (1) how effective are 
office hours in facilitating student-instructor interactions in online classes, (2) what 
barriers are present for online students participating in office hours, (3) how effective is 
the framework in addressing identified student barriers, and (4) and how effective is the 
framework at improving student-instructor interaction during office hours.  Research for 
this study is conducted in two stages: (1) a quantitative analysis of online student 
perceptions of office hours effectiveness and (2) a qualitative analysis of student, and 
faculty, perceptions of online office hours designed with the framework created for this 
study.  Due to the mixed method nature of the study, research questions and hypotheses 
were developed for both quantitative and qualitative components of the design.  The 
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specific questions to be addressed in the quantitative research component of the study 
are: 
1. What barriers are present for online students participating in office hours? 
2. Is there a relationship between online student-instructor interaction preferences 
and the number of online classes taken, class standing, or gender? 
3. Which subsection of the ARCS Model of Motivational Design do students feel is 
represented the least in current office hours practices? 
The research questions for the qualitative component of the research design are: 
1. How did the design framework influence the effectiveness of office hours within 
online courses? 
2. How did the design framework influence student-instructor interaction, and 
communication, during online office hours? 
3. What effect did the design framework have on student and faculty perceptions of 
office hours within online classes? 
Justification 
Available literature suggests a traditional office hour structure is often viewed as a 
successful method for creating and maintaining student-instructor interactions.  The 
literature also suggests face-to-face interaction is the preferred method of communication 
for facilitating the student-instructor relationship in both a personal, and a professional, 
setting (H. Kim et al., 2007).  However, many online students are incapable of attending 
an in-person office hours sessions, which prevents them from benefitting from face-to-
face communication, or interaction.  Online student populations and instructors of online 
classes have other communication tools for interaction and information sharing at their 
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disposal, such as email, texting, or instant messaging.  Very little is known about how the 
use of such tools, or a combination of tools, may be used to build a similar type of 
student-instructor relationship achieved through face-to-face student-instructor 
interaction, or the amount of time needed to facilitate such a relationship through non-
face-to-face communication methods.  This study may increase both students’ and 
instructors’ knowledge of communication tools and methods to help facilitate student-
instructor interaction within online courses.  It may also serve as a guide for designing 
and conducting office hours within online courses, thus adding to the available literature 
concerning the effectiveness and structure of office hours in higher education. 
In addition, much of the available literature concerning office hours in higher 
education focuses on students’ perception of office hours or student barriers to attending 
office hours.  These studies often survey traditional, or face-to-face, undergraduate 
student populations in a single location with little, or no, mention of nontraditional 
student populations.  Online student populations consist of nontraditional students who 
often reside in areas some distance from the institution they are attending and have 
additional responsibilities that prevent them from enrolling as a traditional student 
(Johnson, 2015).  Very little information is available concerning this student population’s 
perception of office hours, or the barriers of participating in office hours. Furthermore, 
available research concerning student and faculty perceptions of student-instructor 
interactions is inconclusive.  This research identified disconnects between student and 
faculty perceptions of the student-instructor relationship within online classes and the 
best way to facilitate these interactions (Gaytan, 2015). This study may also add to the 
available literature concerning student-instructor interaction within online classes, student 
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perceptions of these interactions, and online student barriers to participating in office 
hours. 
Assumptions 
The assumptions for this study are: 
1. When people are motivated to communicate using computer-mediated 
communication (CMC), they can do so effectively by adapting existing 
communication methods and cue systems to fit the chosen communication media.  
People communicating through CMC may also develop relationships similar to 
those developed through face-to-face communication when given enough time. 
2. ARCS can be implemented when designing non-instructional components within 
an online course.  Keller (2010) suggests motivational design models should focus 
on the principles of effective, efficient, and appealing when designing instruction 
or learning environments.  Since ARCS is a motivational design model, this study 
assumes the same principles can be applied to non-instructional components 
within an online class, like office hours. 
3. Student’s desire, or want, to interact with their instructors within an online course.  
Research has identified several benefits of the student-instructor interaction 
(Jaasma & Koper, 1999; Jaggars & Xu, 2016; Ludwig-Hardman & Dunlap, 2003; 
Meyer et al., 2009; Nadler & Nadler, 2000) but little research exists stating 
whether online students want to interact with their instructors.  This study 




4. The study further assumes all participants will answer survey items and interview 
questions honestly. 
Delimitations 
The delimitations for this study are: 
1. The results and findings of this study come from a single student population from 
a public university in southeastern United States.  The small participant pool may 
hinder the generalization of the results or the possibility of reproducing the study 
results at another institution. 
2. The study’s limited focus to online students, and online classes, may hinder the 
reproduction of results with other course formats, like hybrid or face-to-face. 
3. The participants within the course are not limited to a single common technology.  
A foundational theory of the study is the ability for quality interaction using any 
computer-medicated communication.  This limits attributing the results of the 
study, or benefits of the study, to a single technology. However, it does not limit 
between the results and a common computer-mediated communication function 
across several different technologies. 
Definition of Terms 
 For this study, several terms need to be defined.  These terms are provided in the 
following section. 
• Synchronous – a type of computer-mediated communication where participants 
are directly connected and communicating in real-time.  The information rate of 
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synchronous communication is instantaneous with very little time between 
participant responses. 
• Asynchronous – a type of computer-mediated communication where participants 
are not directly connected and information is sent and received at different time 
intervals.   
• K-synchronous – an abbreviation representing “kinda” synchronous.  K-
synchronous is a type of computer-mediated communication using media 
designed for asynchronous communication but at an increased frequency, or 
information exchange rate.  This increased communication frequency is similar to 
the information exchange rate found in synchronous communication and may 
facilitate a similar sense of connection found in synchronous communication. 
• Traditional Student – an undergraduate student at an institution of higher 
education between the ages of eighteen and twenty-two who lives on-campus, or 
away from home, has a full-time student course load, attends classes in a 
traditional, or face-to-face, setting, and is following an academic plan established 
by the institution. 
• Non-traditional Student – anyone who is not a traditional student or does not meet 
the criteria of a traditional student.  Non-traditional students may be older than 
twenty-two or younger than eighteen, may be taking classes part-time, may be a 
non-degree seeking student, or may be taking classes in an online, or hybrid, 
setting. 
• Online Student – a subsection of non-traditional students with specific 
characteristics and needs based on physical distance or location of study.  An 
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online student may resemble a traditional student or a non-traditional student, but 
the online student may never see, or attend, the physical location of the institution.   
• Fully Online Academic Program – an academic program or degree offered by an 
institution of higher education where all coursework, lab work, and certification 
are conducted online, off-site, and outside of the academic institutions campus. 
• The ARCS Model for Motivational Design (ARCS) – a motivational design 
model created by John Keller (2010).  The acronym ARCS is derived from the 
four primary components of the model: Attention, Relevance, Confidence, and 
Satisfaction. 
• Motivational Design – a systematic process by which an activity, course, or 
instructional component is created, or adjusted, to achieve a motivational or 
behavior goal. 
• Computer-mediated Communication (CMC) – the act of communication between 
two or more people using software application, or electronic devices, to facilitate 
the transfer of information. 
• Multimodal Computer-mediated Communication – a software application or 
electronic device that contains multiple methods, or modalities, for facilitating 
communication and information transfer. 
• Strategy – a general, or holistic, approach to achieving an established goal in 
motivational design. 
• Tactic – specific activities, events, or procedures that contribute to the 




Research indicates the interactions between students and instructors are beneficial 
to students in various academic areas.  These interactions have also shown to have 
positive effects on student persistence and retention in higher education.  However, much 
of this research was conducted with face-to-face student populations and very little is 
known about how student-instructor interaction effects online student populations.  
Research also shows the most effective avenue of interaction between students and 
instructors is face-to-face communication.  This form of interaction may not be available 
to online students and some research suggests office hours within online classes as an 
alternative to face-to-face interaction.  This study investigates the effectiveness of office 
hours within online classes as a means to improve student-instructor interaction. In 
addition, this study will investigate how online students perceive current office hours 
practices within online classes.  This data is used as a component of a framework applied 
to office hours structures within online classes designed to improve student-instructor 
interaction. 
Chapter one has laid the foundation for this study by identifying gaps in available 
research and providing an understanding of why this study is needed.  Chapter two 
expands on the research identified in chapter one by explaining the major ideas, 
components, themes, and theoretical principles that make up this study.  Chapter three 
explains the methodology used in this study and justification for the mixed-method 
approach used to conduct the study.  Chapter four explores the results of the study by 
examining both quantitative and qualitative data gathered.  Chapter five concludes the 
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study by discussing the results, implications of the findings, the benefits of a designed 
office hours practice within online classes, and recommendations for future research. 
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CHAPTER II – LITERATURE REVIEW 
This chapter discusses student-instructor interaction in online classes, the ARCS 
Model of Motivational Design by John Keller, and the development of a framework for 
effective delivery of office hours in online classes based on the ARCS model.  The 
chapter begins with a detailed discussion of student-instructor interaction within higher 
education, the benefits of these interactions, and how student-instructor interactions occur 
within online classes.  Next, the problems with student-instructor interactions identified 
by research are discussed and how these problems affect student-instructor interactions 
within online classes.  Research suggests office hours may be a possible solution to many 
identified problems and an examination of how office hours are conducted within online 
classes is discussed further.  This discussion includes existing academic policies for 
conducting office hours within online classes, the effectiveness of online office hours in 
facilitating student-instructor interactions, and the problems, or barriers, identified within 
research when conducting office hours with online student populations.  Finally, Social 
Information Processing Theory and the ARCS Model of Motivational Design are 
discussed and how these theories relate to online student-instructor interactions and 
online office hours.   
Student-Instructor Interaction 
 At first glance, student-instructor interactions appear as a simple concept.  
Students communicate with instructors to receive clarification, knowledge, or advice for 
topics of their choosing (Nadler & Nadler, 2000).  These interactions, however, become 
more complex when factoring in the quality, purpose, length, and setting of these 
interactions, and the perceptions of both parties participating within the interaction.  
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Before discussing the complexities of student-instructor interaction, it is important to 
understand what these interactions are, what research tells us about these interactions, and 
how students and instructors interact within online classes. 
 Nadler and Nadler (2000) define student-instructor interaction as intentional one-
to-one communication, or interaction, between a student and an instructor.  These 
interactions may take place within, or outside of, the classroom and are often initiated by 
students for academic, or course related, purposes.  Since much of available in-class time 
is reserved for instruction or lectures, Nadler and Nadler (2000) focused their study on 
out-of-class interactions.  These interactions consisted of brief conversations before or 
after class, formal interactions during institutionally mandated times or functions, and 
incidental interactions during non-academic institutional functions or in an off-campus 
environment. 
Cox and Orehovec (2007) furthered the research of student-instructor interaction 
in a study investigating the effects of student-instructor interaction outside of the 
classroom.  The result of this study was an interaction topology to explain the findings of 
the study and the types of interactions observed in the study.  This topology contained 
four different types, or levels, of interaction: disengagement, incidental contact, 
functional interaction, and personal interaction.  Disengagement was the complete lack of 
student-instructor interaction outside of the classroom.  Respondents of the study who 
identified with disengagement made conscious efforts to avoid interaction with the 
instructor outside of the classroom environment.  Incidental contact involved students 
who did not actively seek student-instructor interaction outside of the classroom but did 
not actively avoid the instructor either.  Functional interactions were any interaction that 
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occurred outside of the classroom for academic, or institutional, purposes.  These 
interactions usually involved office hours, advising, or any student-instructor interaction 
related to academic or institutional topics.  Personal interactions were any purposeful 
student-instructor interaction that may not involve, or be related to, functional interaction.  
Rather, student-instructor interactions at this level of the topology may include topics or 
issues discussed at the functional interaction level but these interactions also contains 
common interests not related to academics, the course, or the institution (Cox & 
Orehovec, 2007). 
Both Nadler and Nadler (2000) and Cox and Orehovec (2007) insist relationship 
development between students and instructors is possible through interaction, but the type 
and strength of relationship requires engagement by both parties.  Nadler and Nadler 
(2000) posit the ability of the instructor to adequately address student needs or the 
purpose of the interaction, while presenting themselves as approachable or empathetic to 
student needs, dictates the type of relationship that develops and the speed at which it 
develops.  Cox and Orehovec (2007) suggest a student-instructor relationship may 
develop from personal interaction. At this stage in the topology, students perceive the 
instructor to be approachable and have established common interests outside of 
academics.  Therefore, the primary components of a relationship are present if one is 
desired (Cox & Orehovec, 2007). 
Benefits of Student-Instructor Interaction 
 Much research is available concerning student-instructor interaction.  The 
majority of this research involves face-to-face student populations (Cox & Orehovec, 
2007; Guerrero & Rod, 2013; Jaasma & Koper, 1999; Lau, 2003; Nadler & Nadler, 2000; 
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Pascarella et al., 2004; Tinto, 1975, 1997; Trolian et al., 2016), although newer research 
has focused on non-traditional, or online, student populations (Cung et al., 2018; Gaytan, 
2015; Jaggars & Xu, 2016).  A summary of the available research identifies four areas of 
focus: retention (Gaytan, 2015; Lau, 2003; Tinto, 1975, 1997), persistence (Pascarella et 
al., 2004; Tinto, 1997), academic performance (Cung et al., 2018; Guerrero & Rod, 2013; 
Jaggars & Xu, 2016; Tinto, 1997), and academic motivation (Jaasma & Koper, 1999; 
Nadler & Nadler, 2000; Trolian et al., 2016).  These areas have been shown to benefit 
from student-instructor interaction and explain why the practice is important within 
higher education. 
 Retention.  Retention is defined as the ability of an institution of higher education 
to retain students from semester to semester, or to prevent students from discontinuing 
their education, or departing from the institution, until completion of their degree 
(Hagedorn, 2012; Tinto, 1975, 1993).  Retention is also viewed as a measure of 
effectiveness of the institution.  If the institution has a high retention rate, that may 
translate to a high graduation rate, which could make the institution more attractive to 
prospective students (Hagedorn, 2012). 
 Research indicates there are different factors related to student-instructor 
interaction that influence retention that institutions may leverage to retain students 
(Gaytan, 2015; Lau, 2003; Tinto, 1975, 1993, 1997).  Tinto (1975) found student 
perceptions of the institution’s commitment to their success directly influenced student 
retention, or negatively influenced student drop-out rates.  In this study, institutional 
commitment was defined as the interactions and support structures available to students 
by the institution or because of the institution.  The results of these interactions, or use of 
 
19 
support structures, positively influenced student perceptions of the institution and 
increased student connectedness to the institution (Tinto, 1975).  However, many students 
in higher education institutions only interact with the institution through instructors or 
faculty members.  Therefore, the interactions between students and instructors is a 
significant component of facilitating institutional commitment and retaining students 
(Lau, 2003; Tinto, 1975, 1993, 1997). 
 Lau (2003) furthered the argument of instructor importance in retention by 
suggesting the institution’s faculty may have a greater influence on student retention than 
the abilities and perceptions of the student.  These areas of influence include the learning 
environment, student motivation, and role models, or mentors, for student support (Lau, 
2003).  In this study, Lau (2003) found student-instructor interactions that were flexible, 
dynamic, and practical increased student motivation and furthered the development of a 
mentor-mentee relationship between the instructor and students.  These results also 
suggest the student-instructor interactions observed within the study may increase student 
connectedness to the institution and the institution’s social structures, and may positively 
affect retention (Lau, 2003; Tinto, 1993). 
 More recent research into student retention focuses on online classes and online 
student populations. Previous studies on retention and student-instructor interaction 
involve face-to-face student populations where these interactions were common 
occurrences or easily initiated.  However, online students may not have the luxury of 
face-to-face interaction with their instructors and student-instructor interaction within 
online classes can affect online student retention (Gaytan, 2015).  In a study of student 
and faculty perceptions of factors that affect student retention within online programs, 
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Gaytan (2015) found instructor presence, the quality of instructor feedback, and 
institutional support to be common to both groups.  As online students may not be able to 
communicate directly, or synchronously, with an instructor, many student-instructor 
interactions are derived from other sources within an online course.  The degree to which 
students perceive the instructor to be present within the course, through the quality of 
instruction and other course elements, may influence student perceptions of institutional 
support within online classes and student retention (Gaytan, 2015). 
Persistence.  Persistence is defined as the desire of the student to maintain their 
academic standing, continue towards completing their degree, and continuing within 
higher education to earn additional degrees (Hagedorn, 2012; Tinto, 1997).  Persistence 
should not be confused with retention for it is the responsibility of the institution to retain 
the student (Tinto, 1975).  It is the opinions, experiences, and perceptions of the student 
that determine their desire to persist within an institution (Hagedorn, 2012; Tinto, 1997). 
As persistence, or the desire to persist within higher education, is a personal 
decision for students, the degree to which the educational process is perceived to be 
enjoyable, beneficial, and productive by the student may influence this decision 
(Pascarella et al., 2004).  Tinto (1997) came to a similar conclusion when studying the 
use of learning communities and their effect on persistence of community college 
commuter students.  These learning communities consisted of student cohorts, extended 
learning times, and cooperative learning environments that required students to interact 
with instructors while completing course objectives.  The results of the study found 
participation within these learning communities positively affected students’ attitudes 
towards education and persisting (Tinto, 1997).  These positive effects were attributed to 
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student-instructor interaction in relation to course content, which produced a new avenue 
of learning for student participants.  Some participants reported these interactions within 
the learning community progressed beyond the student-teacher relationship to a mentor-
mentee style relationship (Tinto, 1997).  Tinto (1997) confirmed the result of the study by 
examining course enrollments after the study concluded.  This enrollment data indicated 
students who participated in the study remained at the institution for two additional 
semesters, on average, compared to students who did not participate in the study.  The 
study also concluded the promotion of student-instructor interaction was possible within 
an educational setting, and with a student population, where such interactions were not 
easily facilitated (Tinto, 1997). 
Pascarella et al. (2004) studied persistence and how it relates to undergraduate 
students’ pursuit of graduate degrees.  The results of the study found institutional 
connection and quality of instruction positively affected student persistence in relation to 
pursuing post-bachelor’s degrees.  Pascarella et al. (2004) suggest prior positive student-
instructor interactions facilitated the institutional connection observed within student 
participants.  The combination of these interactions with quality instruction may have 
resulted in a positive academic experience that students may project onto future academic 
pursuits (Pascarella et al., 2004).   
Research by Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) found student contact with 
instructors within, and outside of, the classroom to be a consistent factor in persistence.  
Specifically, student-instructor interactions promoted persistence, degree completion, and 
future educational aspirations.  The success of these interactions were attributed to a bond 
between students and the institution, which was facilitated by positive student 
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interactions with instructors and peers (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  However, 
Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) also suggested the need for positive interactions to 
facilitate persistence may not be applicable to all students.  Some students indicated the 
perceived approachability of the instructor, or the degree of interest shown by the 
instructor towards the student, was enough to positively affect persistence.  Other 
students indicated they had no need to interact with the instructor outside of the course 
and any such interaction would not affect their persistence.  The results of this research 
found student-instructor interactions can positively affect persistence and that not every 
student needed these interactions to maintain their desire to complete the course, or 
complete a program of study, but some did (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). 
Academic Motivation.  Academic motivation is defined as a student’s desire to 
achieve academic success, the amount of effort needed, or exerted, to achieve that 
success, and the student’s desire to persist because of that success (Trolian et al., 2016).  
The term is derived from the work of Vallerand et al. (1992) in the development of an 
academic motivational scale optimized for an educational setting.  The scale measures 
student intrinsic, extrinsic, and motivational factors related to higher education, student 
achievement, and persistence (Vallerand et al., 1992).  Research uses the results of this 
scale as a predictor within retention and persistence models. However, research also 
shows academic motivation may be influenced by student-instructor interaction (Trolian 
et al., 2016). 
Jaasma and Koper (1999) studied the effects of student-faculty out-of-class 
interactions on student motivation and student trust. This study consisted of face-to-face 
students in a traditional brick-and-mortar educational setting.  Out-of-class interactions 
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ranged from formal office-hours interactions to incidental off-campus interactions, with 
the majority of interactions occurring briefly before or after class (Jaasma & Koper, 
1999).  Jaasma and Koper (1999) found the quality and frequency of student-instructor 
interactions increased students’ motivation to achieve within the course and the students’ 
level of trust in the instructor.  Nadler and Nadler (2000) discovered a similar result when 
studying faculty perceptions of out-of-class communications with students.  The study 
found students were more likely to interact with instructors who were approachable, or 
who demonstrated empathy and receptiveness to students.  This approachability often 
resulted in an increase of student trust, which increased the likelihood and willingness of 
students to interact with students outside of the classroom (Nadler & Nadler, 2000).   
Trolian et al. (2016) expanded on previous research into academic motivation to 
study five different types of student-instructor interactions and how they affect academic 
motivation over time. These student-instructor interactions included quality of contact, 
frequency of contact, research opportunities with the instructor, personal discussions, and 
out-of-class interactions.  The study found that when considered independently of one 
another, all five factors positively influence student academic motivation.  When 
considering all five factors within the same model, the quality and frequency of student-
instructor interactions retained positive influence on student academic motivation 
(Trolian et al., 2016).  Trolian et al. (2016) suggest those in higher education seeking to 
improve student persistence, achievement, or academic motivation should seek to 
improve the frequency of student-instructor interactions outside of the classroom, at first.  
While the study indicates both quality and frequency are important factors in influencing 
academic motivation, it also indicates the amount, or frequency, of these interactions 
 
24 
must increase to have a greater impact on an entire student population, after which the 
quality of the interactions can be addressed (Trolian et al., 2016). 
Academic Performance.  The connection between student-instructor interaction 
and academic performance is well documented and some research focuses on how these 
specific interactions directly affect student academic performance (Cung et al., 2018; 
Jaggars & Xu, 2016; Nadler & Nadler, 2000).  Other research not solely focused on 
academic performance also encounter a connection between student-instructor interaction 
and performance (Guerrero & Rod, 2013; Tinto, 1997).  Regardless of focus areas, 
research on the effects of student-instructor interactions has found a connection with 
academic performance. 
In a study investigating the effects of student-instructor interpersonal interactions 
within online courses, Cung et al. (2018) found students who frequently interacted with 
the instructors of their course achieved higher overall scores than students who did not 
frequently interact with their instructors.  Nadler and Nadler (2000) found a similar 
result.  In their study, the course performance average of students who interacted with 
instructors was found to be higher than students who chose not to interact with instructors 
outside of class (Nadler & Nadler, 2000).   Research by Guerrero and Rod (2013) further 
supports the connection between student-instructor interaction and student academic 
performance.  Although this study focused on student-instructor interactions conducted 
solely through structured office hours, the results of the study found students who 
participated in office hours achieved higher overall achievement scores in the course 
(Guerrero & Rod, 2013).  Specifically, Guerrero and Rod (2013) found a single office 
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hour interaction by students had the potential to increase the student’s overall grade by 
two percent, with additional increases coming from additional interactions. 
Jaggars and Xu (2016) approached academic performance differently by 
observing many types of interactions in relation to online course design and investigated 
the effect of these interactions on student academic performance.  Of all possible avenues 
of student interaction within an online course studied, student-instructor interaction was 
found to have the greatest effect on student performance.  Specifically, the analytical 
model derived from the results of the study indicated increased student-instructor 
interaction could increase a student’s overall grade in the course by two-thirds of a letter 
grade (Jaggars & Xu, 2016).  Jaggars and Xu (2016) also found student-content 
interactions created though course design, or course organization, and the use of different 
technologies to facilitate student interactions had little, to no, effect on student 
performance.  Any increase in student performance resulting from the use of technology 
was also accounted for in the research analytical model by observing student 
characteristics (Jaggars & Xu, 2016), leaving student-instructor interactions as the sole 
avenue for positively affecting student performance. 
Student-Instructor Interaction within Online Courses 
Distance education, also called online learning or e-learning, is defined as 
institution-based formal education, or learning, where student populations and the 
institution are separated by distance (Schlosser & Simonson, 2009).  However, distance 
may not only refer to a physical, or geographical, distance.  Social and chronological 
distance must also be included as students may not be in the same time-zone as the 
institution and students may not have the ability to interact with the instructor or other 
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students, socially or otherwise (Simonson et al., 2012).  Interactive computer-mediated 
communication technologies are used within distance education to connect students to 
resources, the instructor, and fellow students to form an online educational environment 
(Schlosser & Simonson, 2009), thereby shortening or minimizing various aspects of 
distance experienced by students (Simonson et al., 2012). Simonson, Smaldino, Albright, 
and Zvacek (2012) suggested continued advances in these technologies may further 
reduce the social distance experienced by students, which may require scholars to 
reevaluate how distance learning is defined. 
Online Course Delivery Modes 
Online course designs follow, or are primarily influenced by, the delivery mode of 
the course.  These modes determine the types of interactions designed by instructors, or 
course designers, the types of materials included within the course, and the types of 
assessments students will perform to show content mastery (Fadde & Vu, 2014).  The 
most common modes of online course delivery are asynchronous, synchronous, or 
blended online courses (Fadde & Vu, 2014). 
 Asynchronous Courses. Vai and Sosulski (2011) defined the term asynchronous 
as one or more things happening at different times.  In educational terms, asynchronous 
refers to an online course delivery mode where students can interact with the course, 
course materials, and other students at different times (Vai & Sosulski, 2011), and where 
students are not required to meet at a scheduled time in a common virtual location (Fadde 
& Vu, 2014).  This approach is often referred to as anytime-anywhere learning (Vai & 
Sosulski, 2011).  Asynchronous courses are instructor led, highly structured, and 
rigorously scheduled.  Very little student-instructor interaction occurs within an 
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asynchronous course and when interactions do occur it is at the convenience of the 
student (Fadde & Vu, 2014; Vai & Sosulski, 2011).  This mode of delivery requires 
course designs to be highly efficient with course activities and materials set to a timeline 
for students to follow (Fadde & Vu, 2014; Simonson et al., 2012).  It also provides those 
students who cannot attend traditional courses taught at brick-and-mortar institutions with 
a similar educational experience (Vai & Sosulski, 2011). 
The nature of an asynchronous course is often viewed as an advantage (Vai & 
Sosulski, 2011).  Students in asynchronous online courses are not reliant upon instructors, 
or other students, to be present for learning to occur (Vai & Sosulski, 2011), and there are 
no defined meeting times or locations required for synchronous learning.  Those students 
who are not able to attend a synchronous class session are not penalized because no 
synchronous sessions occur in asynchronous courses (Simonson et al., 2012).  
Asynchronous courses also allow students a greater amount of flexibility to interact with 
the course, a greater amount of time to cultivate responses to discussions or course 
activities, and may result in a greater understanding of the course materials (Hrastinski, 
2008; Simonson et al., 2012; Vai & Sosulski, 2011).   
However, the nature of asynchronous learning also serves as a disadvantage.  
Very little student-student or student-instructor interaction occurs within asynchronous 
learning, unless otherwise created by the learning materials or activities (Fadde & Vu, 
2014; Simonson et al., 2012).  This lack of engagement, or interaction, has been 
attributed to high attrition and low persistence rates amongst online students (Fadde & 
Vu, 2014). Students are also allowed a significant amount of freedom within an 
asynchronous course but are responsible for their own course pacing, progress, and 
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motivation, within the confines of the course schedule created by the instructor 
(Simonson et al., 2012). Stavredes (2011) suggested online instructors and designers need 
to balance student flexibility within an asynchronous online class.  If a student has too 
many options or laissez-faire course structure, the student may fall behind or not finish 
the course content by the end of the semester, which could affect student persistence.  
Conversely, not enough options, or a rigid course schedule, may interfere with a student’s 
obligations outside of the course and discourage the student, which may affect retention.  
A balance is needed to allow students the flexibility to learn at their own pace while 
maintaining a course schedule that ensures students finish on time (Stavredes, 2011). 
Synchronous Courses. Synchronous is defined as something that happens in real-
time, or one or more things happening at the same time (Vai & Sosulski, 2011).  
Synchronous learning follows a similar course format to that of traditional face-to-face 
learning (Simonson et al., 2012).  While students cannot meet in a centralized physical 
location, synchronous learning allows students and instructors to meet at an arranged 
time through a virtual environment that simulates a common meeting place (Fadde & Vu, 
2014; Simonson et al., 2012).  This type of course is characterized by the real-time 
communication and interaction between students and instructors through teleconferencing 
or web conferencing technologies (Simonson et al., 2012), and has the potential to mimic 
a traditional, or face-to-face, classroom environment (Fadde & Vu, 2014).   
The interactive nature of synchronous learning, or courses that are conducted 
synchronously, is viewed as an advantage over other distance learning delivery modes, 
but it can also present a disadvantage (Simonson et al., 2012).  Interaction through 
synchronous communication also has the potential to improve social presence, improve 
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teacher presence, and decrease student burn-out or academic fatigue (Hrastinski, 2008; 
Simonson et al., 2012).  Social presence and teacher presence are created when an online 
student understands there are other students, who are real people, taking the class along 
with them and the instructor is present who is also a real person.  Synchronous interaction 
encourages student and instructor engagement, which can decrease student academic 
fatigue (Simonson et al., 2012).  However, Hrastinski (2008) found synchronous sessions 
to be more conversational and less content driven.  More information was being 
exchanged in synchronous sessions, but this information was less complex and required 
more explanation to connect to complex concepts, thoughts, or ideas.  In addition, 
students in synchronously taught courses often had less time to complete the cognitive 
processes of assimilating new information and connecting to previous learning before 
moving onto the next topic (Hrastinski, 2008). 
Synchronous courses are also very student centered.  Student attendance is 
important for a synchronous course, much like attendance is important for a face-to-face 
course (Fadde & Vu, 2014; Simonson et al., 2012).  This practice requires both students 
and the instructor to be online at the same time and many instructors schedule these 
sessions at their convenience or that fit into a weekly schedule, which may not be 
convenient for their students (Fadde & Vu, 2014).  Many tools used for synchronous 
communication, or synchronous sessions, within an online course allow for recording and 
video play-back, which may satisfy those who were unable to attend a synchronous 
session because of scheduling.  However, this removes the student engagement and 
interaction benefits of this type of learning (Fadde & Vu, 2014).  Students cannot be 
passive or timid within a synchronous environment (Hrastinski, 2008; Simonson et al., 
 
30 
2012).  Simonson et al. (2012) found small groups of students in large synchronous 
classes could dominate a synchronous session, which allowed many students to become 
passive or absent.  This passiveness, or absenteeism, by the majority of students within 
the session may diminish the quality, or perceived benefits of the session and render the 
learning ineffective, or less effective than it would otherwise have been (Simonson et al., 
2012).  Timidity may also affect the quality of student contributions within a synchronous 
environment.  Synchronous sessions require immediate answers, or contributions, from 
students.  Those who are unsure of themselves or the synchronous environment may be 
unwilling to participate in a synchronous session, thus reducing the benefits and 
effectiveness of the session (Hrastinski, 2008). 
 Blended Online Courses. Blended online learning is a mixture of synchronous and 
asynchronous online learning using an LMS and synchronous computer-mediated 
communication tools to facilitate a blended environment (Fadde & Vu, 2014).  This is 
similar to blended learning, which is a face-to-face adaptation of the same concept.  In 
blended learning, face-to-face instructional serves as the primary component of the 
course where instruction is received and student-instruction interaction occurs.  Students 
would then complete additional activities or assignments asynchronously in an online 
environment (Fadde & Vu, 2014).  Blended online learning uses asynchronous 
communication and delivery as the primary instructional components of the course with 
synchronous opportunities, or sessions, used to complement the instruction.  This model 
has the potential to increase presence within the asynchronous design of the course while 
minimizing the meeting and time-zone barriers found in synchronous course designs 
(Fadde & Vu, 2014).   
 
31 
Similar findings were identified by Hrastinski (2008) who suggested 
asynchronous and synchronous delivery modes complemented one another and 
instructors should strive to include both within e-learning delivery.  However, these 
findings did not limit themselves to an online course or LMS alone (Hrastinski, 2008).  
Hrastinski (2008) stressed the same complementary approach applied to student-
instructor communication and suggested instructors understand when the use of  either 
communication modality was appropriate, how the use of either modality could be 
beneficial, and how to effectively communicate synchronously or asynchronously 
(Hrastinski, 2008). 
Student-Instructor Interaction within Online Courses 
 Online courses are significantly different from traditional, or face-to-face, courses 
in terms of space, distance, and separation between students and the instructor.  This is 
the basis for Moore’s Theory of Transactional Distance.  Students in traditional classes 
are in close proximity to the instructor, are in close proximity to other students, can see 
the instructor is present and actively teaching, and can interact with the instructor, or 
other students, when needed with relative ease (Cole et al., 2017; Moore, 1993).  Moore 
(1993) suggests the perceived distance between distance learning students, the instructor, 
and the course can be marginalized, or reduced, through increased quality student-student 
interaction, student-course interaction, and student-instructor interaction (Moore, 1993).  
Prior research has shown student-instructor interactions within traditional course settings 
has the potential to positively influence retention (Gaytan, 2015; Lau, 2003; Tinto, 1975, 
1993), persistence (Pascarella et al., 2004; Tinto, 1997), academic motivation (Jaasma & 
Koper, 1999; Nadler & Nadler, 2000; Trolian et al., 2016), and academic performance 
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(Cung et al., 2018; Guerrero & Rod, 2013; Jaggars, 2014; Tinto, 1997).  More recent 
research has focused on identifying how students and instructors interact within online 
courses (Cole et al., 2017; Cung et al., 2018; Gaytan, 2015; Jaggars & Xu, 2016; Martin 
& Bolliger, 2018; Martin, Wang, & Sadaf, 2018).  It is important to understand how these 
interactions occur within a non-traditional academic environment before focusing on the 
results of these interactions. 
 “Traditional” Online Communications.  Email and course announcements are 
common forms of communication used by instructors and students within an online 
course (Cung et al., 2018; Jaggars & Xu, 2016).  An email is an asynchronous text form 
of communication where instructors or students send messages of various length without 
expectation of an immediate reply.  Instructors will commonly use email to remind 
students of upcoming dates or events, announce important information to students, and 
respond to student communication (Cung et al., 2018; H. Kim et al., 2007).  Students 
commonly use email for professional or academic purposes when face-to-face 
communication is not possible.  Students have also been found to prefer to use emails for 
individual, or one-to-one, conversations.  This would include asking questions of an 
instructor or communicating with a classmate they are not socially familiar with (H. Kim 
et al., 2007).    
Instructors will post announcements within the course through tools provided by 
the learning management system the course utilizes.  These tools are similar to email, but 
the communication channel is one-way.  Instructors will send announcements to all 
students within the course with little, or no, opportunity for students to respond to the 
announcement (Jaggars & Xu, 2016). 
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 Research on the effectiveness of this type of communication within online courses 
revealed the frequency and quality of the interaction determined the effectiveness of the 
interaction (Cung et al., 2018; Jaggars & Xu, 2016).  Jaggars and Xu (2016) found online 
students responded favorably to highly interactive instructors, and these favorable 
perceptions translated to improved student achievement.  The study defined a highly-
interactive instructor as someone who frequently posts announcements to the course, 
sends reminders to students, invites students to ask questions, or responds to student 
communications quickly (Jaggars & Xu, 2016).  Jaggars and Xu (2016) also found 
respondents exhibited various emotional responses based on their instructors’ level of 
interaction within the course, and those emotional responses carried over to other areas of 
the course.  Respondents with highly interactive instructors indicated feeling a connection 
to the instructor and the course.  This connection helped to facilitate student motivation, 
helped respondents personalize the instructor, and gave respondents the impression the 
instructor cared about them and their performance within the course (Jaggars & Xu, 
2016). 
 Teacher Presence and Feedback.  Teacher presence, or instructor presence, is 
defined as the degree to which a student perceives they are interacting with the instructor 
of an online course, or the degree to which a student perceives the instructor is present 
and engaged in student learning (Cole et al., 2017).  This definition was found to be a 
point of contention in recent literature (Cole et al., 2017; Martin & Bolliger, 2018; Martin 
et al., 2018), but the premise of teacher presence can be summarized by three factors: (1) 
the perception that an online instructor is a real person, (2) the instructor is actively 
teaching the course, and (3) the instructor is engaged in the learning process of students 
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within the course (Martin et al., 2018). The facilitation of these factors are achieved 
through effective course design and organization, the development of instructional 
materials, and student-instructor interactions through various aspects of the course (Cole 
et al., 2017; Martin & Bolliger, 2018; Martin et al., 2018).  However, some methods of 
facilitation may be more effective than others. 
 In a study of student perceptions of engagement strategies used within online 
courses, Martin and Bolliger (2018) found students favored strategies that focused on 
student-instructor interaction.  These strategies included video instruction created by the 
instructor, well designed courses and instructional materials, well organized courses and 
instructional materials, instructor feedback, and timely responses to questions.  Martin 
and Bolliger (2018) also identified a hierarchy of importance with these strategies.  
Students who participated in the study associated teacher presence with instructor support 
or the amount of instructor support perceived to be available to students within the 
course.  Instructors who were identified as supportive attempted to connect with students, 
were willing to personalize learning for students, and supported student learning 
throughout the course (Martin & Bolliger, 2018).  Instructors who students identified as 
unsupportive infrequently provided quality feedback, did not attempt to connect with 
students, or did not attempt to personalize learning throughout the course.  Students who 
identified their instructor as unsupportive also indicated the course design and 
organization, although done well, was not enough to overcome the lack of instructor 
presence (Martin & Bolliger, 2018). 
 Feedback is an important component of teacher presence and student-instructor 
interaction within online classes.  The inclusion of feedback on assignments, tests, or 
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discussions indicates to students the instructor values their work by reading and 
considering their submissions.  Comments or feedback left by the instructor may serve as 
guidance for student improvement, thus indicating the instructor values the student and 
indicates their desire to see the student improve (Cole et al., 2017).  However, research 
indicates feedback to students should be carefully considered and should not be the only 
avenue of student-instructor interaction within an online course (Cole et al., 2017; 
Jaggars & Xu, 2016).  The quality and purpose of the feedback must take precedence 
over providing a simple grade (Jaggars & Xu, 2016).  The inclusion of feedback should 
be constructive, provide students with specific areas of improvement, and help establish a 
relationship with the student, rather than simply pointing out what the student did 
incorrectly (Cole et al., 2017; Jaggars & Xu, 2016).  Quality and constructive feedback 
can be viewed by students as an instructor devoting time to review their work and 
supporting their learning.  The constructive nature of this feedback speaks to the quality 
of student support provided by the instructor and the investment of the instructor in 
student learning, which improves student perceptions of teacher presence (Martin et al., 
2018). 
 Synchronous Online Communication.  Synchronous online communication is 
defined as the occurrence of real-time two-way audio, video, and text communication 
through a computer-mediated communication media where participants are able to 
interact and dialog with one another (Martin et al., 2017).  This type of communication, 
or interaction, is widely used within online classes to facilitate course instruction, conduct 
real-time student assessments, student meetings, live question and answer sessions, or to 
produce course lecture materials (Martin et al., 2017).  
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 The perceived value of synchronous online communication by students is not the 
versatility of the communication technique, but the social aspect the technique provides 
(Martin et al., 2018; Martin & Bolliger, 2018).  Martin, Wang, and Sadaf (2018) studied 
student perceptions of online course facilitation strategies on instructor presence, 
instructor connectedness, and instructor engagement, one of which was the use of 
synchronous online communication tools.  The results of the study found student rated 
synchronous communication lowest in facilitating instructor presence and instructor 
connectedness.  However, open-ended responses indicated students valued synchronous 
communication for real-time meetings and instructor lead question and answer sessions 
(Martin & Bolliger, 2018).  Further investigation by Martin et al. (2018) indicated 
synchronous online communication tools were primarily used for group work, 
presentation assessments, or forced online discussions, and that these uses resulted in the 
negative responses provided by students.  These results are supported by additional 
research that indicates students value these tools for social and interactive communication 
elements of an online course, but the use of these tools to facilitate lecture or assessment 
elements of a course can negatively affect student perception of the tool and the instructor 
(Martin & Bolliger, 2018). 
Problems Identified by Research 
Much research is available on student-instructor interactions in face-to-face 
classes, how to conduct these interactions effectively, and the positive effects these 
interactions have on higher education (Jaggars & Xu, 2016).  The popularity of online 
classes has grown over the past ten years, but the available research on student-instructor 
interactions within online classes has yet to reach the level of face-to-face classes (Allen 
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& Seaman, 2015).  In addition, the results of this research are mixed.  Studies supporting 
the use of various tactics and strategies to improve student-instructor interaction within 
an online course are often contradicted by other research (Gaytan, 2015; Jaggars & Xu, 
2016; Martin et al., 2018; Martin & Bolliger, 2018; Smith et al., 2017).  There is very 
little consensus within the available research on how to effectively facilitate student-
instructor interactions within online courses, which needs to be investigated. 
 For example, Gaytan (2015) found a disconnect between student and faculty 
perceptions of factors that affected student retention within online programs.  Of the top 
five factors that affected retention identified by students and instructors, only two factors 
were common to both groups: amount of transfer credit accepted by the institution and 
available institutional support.  Instructors believed student self-discipline and the quality 
of student-instructor interactions were the most important factors to retention.  Students 
identified teacher presence and meaningful feedback as the most important factors of 
retention (Gaytan, 2015).  The inconsistencies identified in student and faculty 
perceptions could lead to ineffective course design that further frustrates students and 
negatively affects student progress, persistence, or achievement within the course (Cung 
et al., 2018).  In addition, available research concerning the facilitation of student-
instructor interactions within online classes fail to use a common framework, course type, 
or course design when documenting successful implementations.  This makes 
reproducing the results of the research problematic as the methodology used may not 
apply to every online course (Cung et al., 2018). 
 Inconsistent implementation of strategies and a lack of documented best practices 
within online classes is a problem research has identified, but it is not the only problem 
 
38 
(Cung et al., 2018).  Research has also found the inconsistent, or inappropriate, use of 
common communication and interactions strategies within online classes may negatively 
affect the course, student perceptions of the course, and student retention within the 
online program (Cole et al., 2017; Cung et al., 2018; Gaytan, 2015; Hicks, Gray, & Bond, 
2019; Hong & Hu, 2012; Jaggars & Xu, 2016; Ludwig-Hardman & Dunlap, 2003; Martin 
& Bolliger, 2018; Martin et al., 2018; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 1997; Trolian 
et al., 2017; Woods, 2002).  Many of the disconnects and inconsistencies identified were 
discussed further within the research in relation to communication practices and student-
instructor interaction within online courses.  While the research proved effective at 
identifying or accounting for these issues, the author’s provided little insight on how to 
resolve them (Cung et al., 2018; Gaytan, 2015; Jaggars, 2014; Smith et al., 2017). 
 Feedback and Teacher Presence.  Cole et al. (2017) defines teacher presence 
within online classes as the degree to which students perceive the instructor teaching the 
course is a real person, is engaged within student learning, and interacts with students 
throughout the course.  These interactions may take various forms throughout the course, 
including instructor created interactive instructional materials, feedback, course 
discussions, and synchronous computer-mediated communication (Gaytan, 2015).  The 
problems identified by prior research associated with the teacher presence come from 
student and instructor perceptions of teacher presence (Gaytan, 2015), and how online 
students interpret these interactions (Cole et al., 2017). 
 In a study comparing student and faculty perceptions of factors that affect student 
retention within higher education, Gaytan (2015) found a disconnect between student and 
instructor perceptions of retention, and the factors that help students persist in online 
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classes and online programs.  The study surveyed both students and instructors to 
determine the most common factors that affect student retention within online classes.  
Instructor participants reported student self-discipline, quality of student-instructor 
interactions, institutional support, last grade received, and amount of transfer credit 
accepted by the institution to be the greatest factors to student retention within online 
classes and programs.  Student participants, however, reported faculty instruction, 
meaningful feedback, accepted transfer credit, adequate grade-point average, and 
institutional support as the most impactful factors to retention (Gaytan, 2015).   
Discounting transfer credit and institutional support as factors related to the 
institution, rather than the course, Gaytan (2015) suggested a disconnect exists between 
how instructors and students perceive student-instructor interactions or teacher presence 
should occur within an online course.  Specifically, student participants in the study 
reported instructors do very little teaching within an online course but assign homework 
and assignments as if instruction occurred.  Feedback students received on assigned 
homework or assignments was little more than letter grades, or scores, with no 
suggestions of how to improve the student’s work (Gaytan, 2015).  Gaytan (2015) posited 
the identified disconnect may also be related a perceive difference between quality and 
meaningful interactions.  Instructor participants defined quality student-instructor 
interactions in terms of immediacy and frequency. Student participants defined quality 
student-instructor interaction in terms of richness, meaning, and quality of the feedback 
provided (Gaytan, 2015).   
Similar findings were identified by Cole et al. (2017) in a study of student 
perceptions of instructor feedback and instructor presence in relation to student academic 
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motivation.  In this study, Cole et al. (2017) found instructor feedback to be a significant 
component of teacher presence.  The study defined feedback as comments left by an 
instructor during the evaluation of students submitted work within a course.  These 
comments may include, but are not limited to, an overall score or letter grade, evaluation 
of the students work, the identification of weaknesses within the work, or suggestions to 
improve the submitted work (Cole et al., 2017). 
Cole et al. (2017) also found the degree to which students negatively react to 
instructor feedback can translate to a negative student perception of teacher presence 
within the course and can negatively affect student academic motivation.  The results of 
the study indicated student predisposition to receiving and interpreting instructor 
feedback directly related to student reactions to feedback.  Student participants in the 
study reported that much of the feedback received from instructors was corrective in 
nature or pointing out what the student did incorrectly, rather than suggesting ways in 
which the student may improve the work (Cole et al., 2017).  Cole et al. (2017) suggested 
the results found in the study may be attributed to an instructor’s attempt to replicate a 
face-to-face course structure within an online environment.  In a face-to-face course, 
students can directly approach the instructor to gain further insight into instructor 
feedback, thereby generating a rapport between the student and the instructor.  Similar 
interactions are different, and often difficult, to initiate within an online course. The lack 
of interaction that may be needed to effectively interpret instructor feedback may result in 
the identified negative reaction instructor feedback, which negatively affected student 
motivation (Cole et al., 2017).   
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Based on his findings, Gaytan (2015) suggested instructors focus on quality and 
meaning, rather than immediacy or frequency, when providing feedback to students.  
While student participants in this study identified immediacy of interaction as a potential 
issue, many student participants indicated they were willing to sacrifice the timeliness of 
an instructor response for quality of the response.  Cole et al. (2017) acknowledged the 
quality and meaning of feedback provided by instructors to students directly affected 
student academic motivation but suggested the negative effects of poorly constructed 
feedback, or negative effects related to how students interpret instructor feedback, may be 
mitigated by establishing a student-instructor rapport.  The direct interaction between 
students and instructors required to establish this rapport may aid students deciphering 
feedback provided by an instructor and interpret the feedback through existing 
perceptions of the instructor (Cole et al., 2017). 
 Consistency of Interactions.  Research indicates students respond favorably to 
instructors who are highly interactive with their student populations (Cung et al., 2018; 
Jaggars & Xu, 2016; Tinto, 1997; Trolian et al., 2016).  These findings are present in 
both online and face-to-face student populations.  Research also indicates the consistency 
and quality of these interactions may have a greater impact on students than the volume 
of student-instructor interactions over the life of a course (Cung et al., 2018; Trolian et 
al., 2016; Woods, 2002).  Rather, a consistent level of student-instructor interaction 
throughout a course may have a greater impact on student performance, persistence, and 
academic motivation than simply increasing the number of interactions (Trolian et al., 
2016; Woods, 2002). 
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 Jaggars and Xu (2016) observed the level of student-instructor interaction varied 
per course and per instructor.  This indicated the amount of interaction was dictated by 
the instructor and the subject matter of the course.  However, student respondents 
indicated they did not share the interaction perceptions of faculty.  In this study, Jaggars 
and Xu (2016) qualified a highly interactive instructor as someone who frequently posted 
announcements, sent reminders, invited students to ask questions, responded to students 
quickly, and encouraged student feedback.  Low interaction instructors were identified as 
those who infrequently sent announcement or reminders, answered student questions over 
email only, or whose communication frequency decreased as the course progressed 
(Jaggars & Xu, 2016).  Student respondents in this study indicated highly interactive 
instructors helped students feel connected to the course, improve student motivation, 
helped to personalize instructors to students, and provided students with a sense that the 
instructor cared about the student and their performance within the course.  Student 
respondents who encountered low interaction instructors often expressed dissatisfaction 
with the course overall and did not share many of the positive affects indicated by student 
respondents who encountered highly interactive instructors (Jaggars & Xu, 2016). 
Trolian et al. (2016) found the increased frequency of student-instructor 
interaction positively affected student academic motivation, similar to the findings of 
Jaggars and Xu (2016), except the study also found the quality of these interactions to 
have greater impact than the frequency, or volume, of interactions (Trolian et al., 2016).  
In this study, Trolian et al. (2016) examined undergraduate student data collected over 
four years at several different institutions.  The study analyzed student perceived 
academic motivation and how various types of student-instructor interaction affected 
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academic motivation.  The results of the study found both quality and frequency of 
interactions to have positive significant effects on student academic motivation, with 
quality of interaction having the greatest effect of all student-instructor interaction types.  
This result suggests the quality of the interaction, or the quality of the information 
exchanged during the interaction, may be more important than the frequency in which the 
interactions take place, or the volume of interactions that may occur (Trolian et al., 2016).  
Woods (2002) suggested both quality and frequency of interaction to be important, but 
the combination of quality and consistency of these interactions, rather than frequency or 
volume, produced the more beneficial result. 
Woods (2002) found an optimal communication frequency within an online 
course, or a communication frequency threshold that maximized the benefits of student-
instructor interactions within a course without oversaturation.  In this study, Woods 
(2002) sent email communications to different sub-groups of the same online student 
population at different intervals:  weekly, bi-weekly, monthly, and bi-monthly.  The 
results of the study found students who received emails at the monthly interval performed 
better on course activities and achieved higher overall scores within the course than any 
other frequency interval. The study also found students who received emails at the bi-
weekly interval performed better than students at the weekly or bi-monthly intervals 
(Woods, 2002).  The results of this study also indicated an oversaturation point exists 
where the volume and frequency of communications, and interactions, with students may 
overshadow the effectiveness of these student-instructor interactions (Woods, 2002).   
Inconsistent or infrequent interaction and communication has been found to 
negatively affect student course performance, student persistence, and student academic 
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motivation (Jaggars & Xu, 2016; Tinto, 1997; Trolian et al., 2016).  High levels, or a high 
frequency, of interaction have also been found in positively affect student motivation, 
performance, and persistence (Jaggars & Xu, 2016; Trolian et al., 2016; Woods, 2002).  
However, the consistency of interactions over the life of the course and the quality of 
interactions should take precedent over the volume or number of interactions.  This 
consistent communication helped maintain student satisfaction with the course, increased 
student perceptions of the instructor, and helped fulfill the perception that the instructor 
cared for the student beyond an academic setting (Woods, 2002). 
 Institutional Isolation and Ecology.  Perhaps the most studied problem affecting 
online students and interactions with online students is distance.  Moore (1993) posited 
the physical distance created by online classes, or distance learning, may also create a 
disconnect or a perceived isolation between distance learning students’ and the course, 
the instructor, their peers, and the institution.  Tinto (1997) and Ludwig-Hardman and 
Dunlap (2003) found similar perceptions of isolation within student populations.  These 
students felt isolated from instructors, other students within courses, and the institutions.  
Feelings of isolation often progressed into decreases in student motivation, perceived lack 
of institutional support, and decreases in persistence and retention (Ludwig-Hardman & 
Dunlap, 2003; Tinto, 1997).   
 To combat perceptions, or feelings, of student isolation, Ludwig-Hardman and 
Dunlap (2003) developed a series of scaffolded orientation programs in connection with 
Western Governors University to provide support and direction to new online students, or 
students who were uncomfortable taking classes online.  These orientations included 
demonstrations of online course environment, tips for taking online courses, discussions 
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of technical requirements and technical support available to students, and methods of 
communicating with instructors, and students, within and outside of a course (Ludwig-
Hardman & Dunlap, 2003).  Ludwig-Hardman and Dunlap (2003) found students who 
participated in these orientations often reported feeling less isolated and more prepared to 
take online classes.  These students also indicated they had a better understanding of 
institutional support services available to them, which led to an increased connection to 
the institution (Ludwig-Hardman & Dunlap, 2003). 
However, Ludwig-Hardman and Dunlap (2003) also found instructors were often 
ill-prepared to offer support for students on many of the topics covered during 
orientations, which led to a decrease in the connection between students and the 
instructor and between students and the course content.  Tinto (1997) warned against 
directly linking student preparedness, quality course design, and quality of institutional 
support structures directly to student persistence.  While these factors cannot be ignored, 
the interaction between students and instructors is often an online student’s sole 
connection to the institution.  The quality of these interactions, and the degree to which 
the student viewed the interactions as meaningful, may have a greater effect on student 
persistence (Tinto, 1997).  This suggests the disconnect may not reside solely between 
the student and the institution but between students and instructors as well (Hicks et al., 
2019; Hong & Hu, 2012).  Hong and Hu (2012) refer to the conglomerations of 
interaction between the student, instructor, and institution as institution ecology.   
Institutional ecology, or college ecology, is defined as the willingness of 
instructors and students to interact, or to participate within various interactions, based on 
the policies, procedures, and social norms established within the institution (Hong & Hu, 
 
46 
2012).  Rather, an institutional ecology that promotes or supports student-instructor 
interactions contains policies that help facilitate these interactions, policies that ensure the 
facilitated interactions are not overburdening either involved party, regulations to ensure 
these interactions are appropriate and maintain an high level of quality, and is actively 
encouraging student-instructor interaction (Hong & Hu, 2012).  Social norms are a part of 
an institutional ecology but are often influenced by those involved within the interaction, 
and not an institutional body.  To that end, the perceived approachability of the instructor, 
the perceived ease of interacting with an instructor, and the amount of effort put into the 
interaction by both parties help define social norms of the ecology (Hong & Hu, 2012). 
For example, Hong and Hu (2012) studied the implementation of a traditional 
office hours structure at Nanchang University in China.  This study found the institutional 
ecology was not conducive to supporting this type of student-instructor interaction.  The 
university consisted of five different campuses and faculty were required to teach at 
different campuses throughout the week. This made facilitating student-instructor 
interactions difficult as the instructor had little time to converse with students while 
traveling from campus to campus.  Students may also reside at a campus other than the 
campus where the instructors office is located, which makes attending an in-office 
appointment difficult (Hong & Hu, 2012).  Instructors who were not familiar with the 
office hours structure being implemented were found to be resistant to the practice and 
the institution did not have any policy or regulations in place to ensure faculty 
cooperation in the implementation (Hong & Hu, 2012).  Finally, students who had no 
prior experience with such a structure were hesitant to engage instructors via office hours.  
The study indicated students who did not understand the purpose of an office hour 
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session, how to schedule a session, or how to properly interact with an instructor during a 
session abandoned the practice before trying it (Hong & Hu, 2012).   
 The study and recommendations by Hong and Hu (2012) reinforce the findings of 
Tinto (1997) and Ludwig-Hardman and Dunlap (2003).  Tinto (1997) warned against 
relying on institutional structures, course structures, or course design to facilitate student 
persistence.  Instead, quality student-instructor interactions were found to have greater 
influence on persistence.  Ludwig-Hardman and Dunlap (2003) found students who 
completed orientation within their study reported feeling less isolated and more prepared 
to take online classes.  However, the study also found instructors were ill-prepared to 
provide support, to facilitate interaction with their students, and maintain student-
instructor interaction throughout the course (Ludwig-Hardman & Dunlap, 2003).  Hong 
and Hu (2012) suggest the significance and purpose of student-instructor interactions 
should be communicated to both parties, along with the existence of any policies, 
regulations, or structures to help facilitate these interactions.  Instructors must understand 
the importance of such interactions, students must understand how to begin such an 
interaction, and this information must be freely, and repeatedly, disseminated by the 
institution.  Only by educating all parties involved, and providing support to help 
facilitate student-instructor interaction, will the institution benefit (Hong & Hu, 2012). 
 As a potential solution to many of the problems identified by research concerning 
student-instructor interactions within online classes, Smith et al. (2017) suggested an 
office hours structure could be utilized to facilitate these interactions.  However, Smith et 
al. (2017) further recommended the traditional, or historically accepted, form of office 
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hours be redesigned to accommodate an online education environment and the 
communication needs of online students. 
Office Hours 
Office hours, or the modern concept of office hours, emerged from political and 
social discussions and academic literature, in response to identified patterns in student 
social development and student persistence, and the need for an established set of best 
practices in undergraduate education (Astin, 1984; Boyer, 1987, 1990; Tinto, 1993).  The 
potential solution to the identified issues was student-instructor interaction (Boyer, 1987; 
Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Tinto, 1993).  Research has shown the benefits of student-
instructor interaction in the areas of persistence (Pascarella et al., 2004; Pascarella & 
Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 1997), retention (Gaytan, 2015; Lau, 2003; Tinto, 1975, 1993), 
student achievement (Cung et al., 2018; Guerrero & Rod, 2013; Jaggars & Xu, 2016; 
Tinto, 1997) intellectual confidence (D. Cole, 2007), and academic motivation (Cox & 
Orehovec, 2007; Jaasma & Koper, 1999; Nadler & Nadler, 2000; Trolian et al., 2016).  In 
addition, the investment of time by the faculty and the institution to create such 
opportunities were viewed as an institutional commitment to the success of their students 
(Boyer, 1990; Chickering & Gamson, 1987).  Office hours were intended to be an 
efficient way to create established times and locations for such interaction to occur 
(Acitelli et al., 2016; Hong & Hu, 2012; Smith et al., 2017).  
Initially viewed as successful, office hours soon became a mandatory practice for 
many institutions of higher education within the United States of America (Acitelli et al., 
2016; Griffin et al., 2014; Hong & Hu, 2012; Smith et al., 2017).  Student-instructor 
interaction is still the intended goal of office hours (Griffin et al., 2014; Guerrero & Rod, 
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2013; Lowenthal et al., 2017; Smith et al., 2017), but research has begun to focus on how 
relationships develop from student-instructor interactions though office hours and the 
benefits of these relationships (Cox & Orehovec, 2007; Nadler & Nadler, 2000).  Astin 
(1984) argued this type of interaction, or relationship, should be the focus of educators, 
rather than the resources or techniques typically used within a classroom.  Student 
interaction and student engagement can lead to academic motivation (Astin, 1984).  The 
achievement of an academic goal set by an instructor within a class is directly related to 
the amount of time and energy put forth by the student to achieve that goal.  Students 
who are academically motivated to achieve will produce better results than those who are 
not.  Since student-instructor interaction has been shown to improve student motivation, 
Astin posits instructors should endeavor to interact with students rather than simply 
lecture to students (Astin, 1984). 
In a study focusing on student-instructor interactions outside of the classroom, 
Cox and Orehovec (2007) developed a topology of interaction.  They argue the functional 
interaction of office hours can lead to personal and informal interaction between students 
and instructors, which may further develop to the level of mentoring between the student 
and the instructor.  The student participants of this study reported an increased feeling of 
value to the instructor and the institution, but the advancement of the student-instructor 
relationship allowed students’ to engage the instructor as if they were another person 
rather than an authority figure (Cox & Orehovec, 2007).  Office hours provides an 
opportunity for such interactions to occur outside of the classroom (Acitelli et al., 2016; 
Griffin et al., 2014; Smith et al., 2017).   
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Much of the available research concerning office hours focuses on traditional, or 
on campus, student populations at brick-and-mortar institutions, or institutions that 
require students to attend class in a physical learning space (Acitelli et al., 2016; 
Campbell & Craig, 2018; Edwards, 2009; Griffin et al., 2014; Guerrero & Rod, 2013; 
Hong & Hu, 2012; Jackson & Knupsky, 2015; Li & Pitts, 2009; McKeage, 2001; Smith 
et al., 2017). Very little research is available concerning conducting office hours in an 
online environment (Hooper et al., 2006; Lowenthal et al., 2017), the effectiveness of 
online office hours (Hooper et al., 2006), or how to conduct online office hours 
(Lowenthal et al., 2017).   
On Campus Office Hours 
The traditional practice of office hours is a weekly scheduled block of time 
instructors set aside, or make themselves available, for student meetings, student 
advising, or to address student concerns, and occur in a location chosen by the instructor 
(Acitelli et al., 2016).  Many institutions of higher education require instructors to hold 
scheduled office hours, regardless of course format or instructional environment  
(California State University at Fullerton, 2019; Hong & Hu, 2012; Southeastern 
Louisiana University, 2019; Southern New Hampshire University & Southern New 
Hampshire University Professional Employees Association, 2015).  These institutional 
policies outline the professional responsibilities of instructors that include teaching 
practices, conduct, and minimum requirements of facilitating office hours.  Many of these 
policies also consider the practice of office hours to be a professional responsibility 
outside of the classroom (California State University at Fullerton, 2019; Southeastern 
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Louisiana University, 2019; Southern New Hampshire University & Southern New 
Hampshire University Professional Employees Association, 2015). 
Recently, institutions have allowed instructors to adapt the traditional office hours 
format to provide more flexibility.  Rather than meeting solely within the office of the 
instructor, institutions have begun to provide community spaces designed to facilitate 
informal conversation, rather than a formal appointment (Acitelli et al., 2016).  Also, 
many institutions allow instructors to hold office hours in off-campus public locations 
selected by either the student or the instructor (Acitelli et al., 2016).  These variations in 
structure have moved the purpose of office hours beyond a simple establishment of a time 
and place for interaction to focus on relationship development through student-instructor 
functional interactions (Cox & Orehovec, 2007; Lau, 2003; Nadler & Nadler, 2000).   
Research, however, has indicated students are not taking advantage of, or not 
attending, office hours (Griffin et al., 2014; Guerrero & Rod, 2013; Hong & Hu, 2012; 
Smith et al., 2017).  The most commonly reported reasons students gave for not attending 
office hours were time and scheduling, location, relevance, and approachability (Cox & 
Orehovec, 2007; Griffin et al., 2014; Guerrero & Rod, 2013; Hong & Hu, 2012; Rienties 
et al., 2014; Smith et al., 2017).  Students who identified time as a barrier reported 
instructors often scheduled office hours during the day when they were attending other 
classes or had employment obligations (Griffin et al., 2014; Guerrero & Rod, 2013; Li & 
Pitts, 2009; Smith et al., 2017).  Hong and Hu (2012) found large institutions, or 
institutions with one or more regional campuses, exhibited low student office hours 
attendance because of instructor location.  Instructors would hold office hours on the 
campus, or part of campus, where their office resided but may conduct classes on another 
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campus, or part of campus.  The time needed to travel between classes and the instructors 
office for office hours often conflicted with student schedules and prevented them from 
attending (Hong & Hu, 2012). 
Relevance, as a barrier to attending office hours, comes from identified student 
misconceptions about the practice (Griffin et al., 2014; Smith et al., 2017).  Smith et al. 
(2017) found many students understood the benefits of direct interaction with an 
instructor but very few students understood the purpose of office hours. These students 
viewed office hours as an avenue of last resort and only when all other support options 
were considered would a student meet with an instructor during office hours (Smith et al., 
2017).  Other research found students possess a narrow view of the topics and types of 
conversations that may be appropriate for office hours (Griffin et al., 2014).  This 
research found many students who attended office hours sessions restricted the topics of 
conversation to course related matters or reported feeling uncomfortable discussing non-
course related matters.  In addition, many student respondents declined to attend office 
hours unless they had specific questions to ask or purposes to attending (Griffin et al., 
2014). 
Smith et al. (2017) identified a connection between student office hours 
attendance and instructor approachability.  This research defines approachability as the 
combination of personal characteristics and external behaviors instructors present to 
students.  Student interpretations of these characteristics and behaviors influence the 
perceived approach ability of the instructor (Cox & Orehovec, 2007; Smith et al., 2017).  
Smith et al. (2017) found students who perceived an instructor to be intimidating, 
apathetic, or who simply did not like the instructor were less likely to attend office hours 
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with the instructor.  Students who perceived an instructor to be empathetic, easily 
relatable, or feel the instructor genuinely cares about them and their academic progress, 
were more likely to schedule an office hours appointment.  However, Smith et al. (2017) 
and Griffin et al. (2014) also found positive instructor approachability did not always 
translate to improve student office hours attendance. 
Virtual Office Hours 
Advancements in internet-based technologies and computer-mediated 
communication have brought about the development and implementation of virtual office 
hours as an alternative to traditional office hours (Edwards, 2009; Hooper et al., 2006; Li 
& Pitts, 2009; Lowenthal et al., 2017). With virtual office hours, instructors will 
communicate with students through asynchronous text-based messaging, k-synchronous 
multimodal messaging, or synchronous multimodal computer-mediated communication 
(Lowenthal et al., 2017).  Many institutions of higher education are open to the use of 
virtual office hours as an alternative to the traditional office hours structure and allow 
faculty to conduct some, if not all, of their weekly minimum office hours requirements 
virtually (California State University at Fullerton, 2019; Southeastern Louisiana 
University, 2019; Southern New Hampshire University & Southern New Hampshire 
University Professional Employees Association, 2015). 
Common benefits identified in virtual office hours research were convenience, 
comfort, and flexibility when compared to a traditional office hours structure (Edwards, 
2009; Hooper et al., 2006; Li & Pitts, 2009; Lowenthal et al., 2017).  Web-based 
technologies and computer-mediated communication allow students to contact and 
communicate with instructors in a method preferable to them.  This may create a sense of 
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comfort for those who are otherwise uncomfortable with face-to-face communication and 
provide student-instructor interaction for those who are unable to attend on-campus office 
hours (Hooper et al., 2006; Li & Pitts, 2009).   
Perhaps the most important benefit of virtual office hours is flexibility (Hooper et 
al., 2006).  Virtual office hours offer the possibility of anywhere/anytime office hours 
appointments (Hooper et al., 2006; Lowenthal et al., 2017).  Instructors and students have 
the ability to work around various schedules without the physical location restrictions of 
an office or suitable meeting location (Hooper et al., 2006).  As most computer-mediated 
communication technologies are now multiplatform, student and instructors  have the 
ability to choose a device with which they prefer to communicate (Li & Pitts, 2009).  
Technological developments in multimodal computer-mediated communication also 
allow instructors to bring additional resources and applications into a conversation with a 
student that would otherwise be difficult in an office setting.  This allows for deeper 
conversations about course materials and provides the opportunity for greater 
understanding by the student (Hooper et al., 2006).   
The research on the effectiveness of virtual office hours, however, is conflicted.  
Much of the available research concerning virtual office hours studied the practice with 
on-campus, or traditional, student populations (Edwards, 2009; Hooper et al., 2006; Li et 
al., 2011; Li & Pitts, 2009; McKeage, 2001), with very few studies devoted to online, or 
non-traditional, students (Lowenthal et al., 2017). Some studies found virtual office hours 
to be exponentially more effective than traditional office hours in both attendance and 
student satisfaction (Hooper et al., 2006; Lowenthal et al., 2017).  Other studies found 
student attendance in virtual office hours is similar to that of traditional office hours, even 
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if student participants identify and understand the benefits of virtual office hours 
(Edwards, 2009; Li et al., 2011; Li & Pitts, 2009).   
Li et al. (2011) suggested the disconnect comes from the use of virtual 
communication tools with existing, or traditional, office hours practices when facilitating 
virtual office hours.  Specifically, office hours were scheduled during the academic day at 
the convenience of the instructor, which may not have been convenient for students 
(Edwards, 2009; Li et al., 2011; Li & Pitts, 2009; McKeage, 2001).  Many students who 
participated in studies related to virtual office hours saw value in the practice (Hooper et 
al., 2006; Li & Pitts, 2009) and admitted a virtual option addressed many time and 
convenience issues related to traditional office hours (Hooper et al., 2006; Li et al., 
2011).  However, these results did not always translate to increased office hours 
attendance and many students indicated the information they may have sought during 
office hours was gained through brief email communications or student-instructor 
interaction before, or after, face-to-face class sessions (Li et al., 2011; Li & Pitts, 2009; 
McKeage, 2001).   
Other research suggested email may be the only computer-mediated 
communication technology needed to facilitate virtual office hours because students and 
instructor are using it, are comfortable using it, and understand how to communicate with 
the tool (Li et al., 2011; Li & Pitts, 2009).  Edwards (2009), however, believed email 
communications were not informationally rich enough to achieve the level of student-
instructor interaction desired for relationship development during office hours.  This 
study also acknowledged a consensus amongst student participants about how they 
preferred to communicate with instructors did not exist (Edwards, 2009).  This result 
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supported the findings of Li et al. (2011).  Specifically, the communication technology 
itself is less important than how these technologies are utilized in student-instructor 
interactions (Li et al., 2011).  In addition, no one communication technology can 
sufficiently accommodate all student-instructor virtual interactions.  As both parties 
within these interactions become accustomed to using various virtual communication 
tools, the benefits of such interactions may become more apparent and the frequency of 
such interactions may increase (Li et al., 2011). 
Online Office Hours, Policies, and Practices 
Online office hours, or office hours facilitated within online classes, are not well 
defined (Lowenthal et al., 2017).  Many institutions of higher education rely upon 
traditional office hours structures in conjunction with computer-mediated communication 
technologies, or virtual office hours, when facilitating office hours in online classes 
(Acitelli et al., 2016; California State University at Fullerton, 2019; Southeastern 
Louisiana University, 2019; Southern New Hampshire University & Southern New 
Hampshire University Professional Employees Association, 2015; Vai & Sosulski, 2011).  
In addition, many institutions dictate the number of office hours instructors must hold 
each semester, depending on instructor level and course load (Southeastern Louisiana 
University, 2019; Southern New Hampshire University & Southern New Hampshire 
University Professional Employees Association, 2015), without providing support on 
how to facilitate office hours in an online environment (Lowenthal et al., 2017).  Fadde 
and Vu (2014) suggested instructors and administrators rely upon existing research in 
theories and best practices related to video conferencing, online communication, and 
blended learning until such time that online office hours research has caught up with 
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online office hours practices.  However, Lowenthal et al. (2017) did not recommend 
video conferencing as a solution for all online instructors when conducting online office 
hours or virtual office hours online.  Instead, instructors should understand the 
composition and limitations of the student population within their course (Stavredes, 
2011), the overall design of the online course, and adjust their practices of office hours 
accordingly (Lowenthal et al., 2017). 
Student Types.  The most commonly used terms to describe higher education 
student populations are traditional, non-traditional, and online (Heery, 1996).  A 
traditional student refers to an undergraduate student enrolled in an institution of higher 
education (Stavredes, 2011).  These students are between the ages of eighteen and 
twenty-two who are taking classes full-time, who live on campus  or away from home, 
who are single with no children, and are following an academic plan or structure 
established by the institution (Heery, 1996; Stavredes, 2011).  Communication with, and 
the availability of, instructors and peers are essential to the learning process of traditional 
students, as they provide students with support and motivation (Johnson, 2015; Reisetter 
et al., 2007).  The student-instructor interaction is the more critical of the two 
interactions, as traditional students view the instructor as the leader of the course.  They 
value approachability and communication skills of instructors and rely on them to explain 
and clarify content, scaffold learning, and use examples to connect course content to real-
world experience (Reisetter et al., 2007).   
 A non-traditional student is someone who may be over the age of twenty-five, 
may have obligations that prevent them from being a full-time student, may be employed 
full-time, may be taking classes part-time, may be taking night or weekend classes, may 
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be taking classes online, may be a non-citizen, or may be disabled or requiring 
accommodations (Heery, 1996; Stavredes, 2011; Tinto, 1997).  The category of non-
traditional student is much broader than a traditional student. One or more of the criteria 
may apply in combination with any traditional student criteria to be considered non-
traditional.  This creates a very diverse student population with instructional and support 
needs different from traditional student populations (Heery, 1996).  This population is 
often characterized as having additional work or personal obligations outside of academia 
that prevents them from being a traditional student (Heery, 1996; Park & Choi, 2009; 
Thompson et al., 2013; Tinto, 1997). They are also found to be self-directed, self-
sufficient, and as highly motivated learners (Heery, 1996; Thompson et al., 2013).   
Although they are considered nontraditional, online students differ from the 
stereotypical nontraditional students (Colorado & Eberle, 2010; Stavredes, 2011).  Like 
non-traditional students, the majority of online students are between the ages of twenty-
five and fifty (Colorado & Eberle, 2010; Johnson, 2015; Moore & Kearsley, 2011), 
although recent research has shown more students below the age of twenty-five are 
enrolling in online classes (Colorado & Eberle, 2010; Johnson, 2015; Stavredes, 2011).  
The majority of these students are enrolled in classes part-time and work thirty or more 
hours a week (Colorado & Eberle, 2010; Johnson, 2015).   
Unlike the typical non-traditional student, online students approach academics, 
how they view academic support, and how they receive support from instructors or the 
institution differently (Ludwig-Hardman & Dunlap, 2003; Reisetter et al., 2007).  Online 
learning involves more than physical location.  The distance created between the 
students, the instructor, and institution has the potential to create feelings of isolation and 
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abandonment within students (Lally & Barrett, 1999; Ludwig-Hardman & Dunlap, 2003; 
Moore, 1993).  These students may never see the physical campus of the institution, 
attend office hours, participate in institutionally sponsored tutoring, or meet with 
institutional support personnel (Heery, 1996).  Many of these students may be new to 
online learning or have had limited experience with online classes, and may not have the 
necessary tools to cope with the isolation online students may experience, or may not be 
aware of support options provided by the institution to online learners (Stavredes, 2011). 
Interactions between online students and the instructor, or the institution, are 
predominately text based and often lack the additional support traditional students, or 
nontraditional students who take classes on-campus, receive from face-to-face interaction 
(Reisetter et al., 2007).  Heery (1996) suggested these students may require additional 
communication and encouragement from instructors and academic support staff to 
maintain their motivation and ensure persistence.  However, Jaggars and Xu (2016) found 
students expressed increased dissatisfaction with instructors and academic support 
personnel who communicated infrequently through email, or other text-based 
communication, or who refused to use other computer-mediated communication methods 
other than email.     
Academically, online students cite convenience and flexibility as the primary 
reasons for enrolling in online classes, rather than taking night or weekend on-campus 
classes (Moore & Kearsley, 2011; Thompson et al., 2013).  Many online students cite 
independent learning and self-paced learning as benefits of taking online classes 
(Thompson et al., 2013), but this level of independence may also result in a lack of 
academic persistence without adequate instructor and institutional support (Gaytan, 2015; 
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Park & Choi, 2009).  Research shows online students may understand the nature of online 
classes, which could lead to a lack of student-instructor and student-student interaction or 
support, and that online classes may require students to rely upon quality and 
organization of the course content to fulfill the need for academic support (Gaytan, 2015; 
Reisetter et al., 2007).  Gaytan (2015) also found students expressed an interest to be 
taught by the instructor rather than the course.  Student participants indicated they 
understood direct interaction with the instructor would be infrequent or non-existent, but 
they also desired to know why they were learning, what they did wrong, and how they 
could improve (Gaytan, 2015).  These understandings, however, may not translate to 
decreased feelings of isolation (Lally & Barrett, 1999) or decreased drop-out rates (Park 
& Choi, 2009).    
Online Office Hours.  A successful implementation of office hours in an online 
educational environment was accomplished by Lowenthal et al. (2017).  This study 
investigated the effectiveness of using synchronous video communication tools to 
conduct office hours within online classes and student perceptions of synchronous video 
communications use during office hours.  The study was conducted in two stages, over 
two different student populations and followed a mixed method approach.  Student 
populations were surveyed after each stage of the study and a select number of 
participants were interviewed after the second stage of the study (Lowenthal et al., 2017). 
The first goal of the study was to improve student office hour attendance, with a 
secondary goal of furthering research into online office hours (Lowenthal et al., 2017).  
Lowenthal et al. (2017) were dissatisfied with the effectiveness of office hours within 
online classes and debated whether the time required to plan and facilitate online office 
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hours equated to student attendance and the perceived benefit of conducting online office 
hours.  Lowenthal et al. (2017) understood the benefit of office hours within online 
classes even if student participation was low but sought to improve student attendance to 
justify the time required to facilitate this practice. 
The first stage of the study included four one-hour sessions strategically staggered 
throughout the semester on a day and time that accommodated many students in the 
course.  These sessions were optional and advertised as informal question-and-answer 
forums where students could socialize with the instructor and commiserate with their 
peers. Each session was also recorded and streamed for students who could not attend 
(Lowenthal et al., 2017).  The results of the study showed this office hours design was 
not well attended.  Lowenthal et al. (2017) found, on average, 2 of 23 students in the 
course attended office hours over the course of the semester.  Survey respondents 
indicated they preferred not to attend office hours sessions that are optional, that are not 
required, or that lack a tangible benefit for attending (Lowenthal et al., 2017).  These 
results confirmed early research by Li et al. (2011), who found many online students 
prefer to ask questions, or gain support, through email rather than attending a 
synchronous session with other classmates. 
The second stage of the study was built upon the first with minor changes.  
Sessions were still optional but students could earn participation points by attending 
(Lowenthal et al., 2017).  This office hours design also improved the advertisement of 
these sessions by inviting students to participate in upcoming sessions and using an 
online calendar.  Students were encouraged to submit specific questions ahead of the 
session to ensure that materials were covered in the session. The structure of each session 
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was also adjusted to include a flexible lecture component, which could be utilized to 
further discussion.  These lectures were derived from the content covered in the course on 
or before the session date (Lowenthal et al., 2017).  
The results of stage two showed marked improvement over stage one.  Of the 23 
students in the course, an average of 11 students attended each office hours session, with 
as many as 13 students attending a single session (Lowenthal et al., 2017).  Lowenthal et 
al. (2017) found students who attended an office hours session indicated they perceived 
the sessions to be a good use of their time, enjoyed the student-instructor interaction, and 
some respondents indicated these student-instructor interactions bordered upon a mentor-
mentee relationship by the end of the semester.  However, some respondents reported 
issues with the timing of these sessions and the incentives used to drive session 
attendance.  Each session was held on a static date and time.  Many students reported 
having other commitments during that time and could not attend these sessions 
(Lowenthal et al., 2017).  The sessions were recorded but Lowenthal et al. (2017) offered 
no mechanism that allowed those who could not attend to earn the participation points 
offered to those who attended. 
The study showed it was possible to successfully design and implement office 
hours within an online class using synchronous communication tools (Lowenthal et al., 
2017).  However, Lowenthal et al. (2017) cautioned instructors not to rely solely on 
synchronous communication tools to facilitate online office hours.  Instead, instructors 
should select communication tools appropriate for them, the students, and the online 
course.  In addition, Lowenthal et al. (2017) acknowledged that without research driven 
best practices for conducting online office hours, faculty may question whether the time 
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needed to plan and facilitate online office hours translates to the perceived benefits of 
online office hours. 
Smith et al. (2017) suggested the traditional office hours structure conducted at 
many brick-and-mortar institutions cannot work in an online environment.  Instead of 
attempting to modify the existing system, instructors and instructional designers should 
create a new office hours structure for online classes that takes into account student 
perceptions and the challenges of an online learning environment (Smith et al., 2017).      
Blended online learning suggests both synchronous and asynchronous modes of online 
course delivery are complementary (Fadde & Vu, 2014).  This approach uses 
asynchronous course delivery as the primary mode of instruction in online classes and 
complements this instruction with synchronous sessions periodically offered through the 
semester (Fadde & Vu, 2014).  Hrastinski (2008) furthered the complementary aspects of 
synchronous and asynchronous course delivery by suggesting synchronous and 
asynchronous communication complemented each other, and instructors should attempt 
to include both into online instructional pedagogy, course design, and communication 
practices.   
Research by Lowenthal et al. (2017) suggests synchronous communication tools 
could be used to facilitate online office hours successfully when designed and conducted 
appropriately.  Additional research suggests the communication mode matters little and 
people will communicate effectively online, or through computer-mediated 
communication, when desired (Ko & Rossen, 2010; Walther, 1992, 2015).  It is this 
desire for information that helps drive a person to learn online (Ko & Rossen, 2010) and 
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suggests that asynchronous communication tools could also be used to successfully 
facilitate office hours for online classes. 
Social Information Processing Theory 
Joseph Walther (1992) developed Social Information Processing Theory (SIP) in 
response to increased use of computer-medicated communication.  Computer-mediated 
communication (CMC) is defined as any communication between two or more people 
through electronic devices.  These communications may be synchronous or asynchronous 
and use electronic devices as a medium through which to communicate.  The 
communication style and type are dependent upon those communicating (Walther, 1992, 
2015).  SIP focuses less on the medium being used to communicate and more on the 
relationships formed through CMC.  As people communicate in any format, they form 
impressions of, and relationships with, the person or people they are communicating 
with.  CMC eliminates many of the verbal or visual cues people use in face-to-face 
communications to develop impressions of their communication partner, which may 
hinder the development of a relationship (Walther, 1992, 2015; Walther et al., 2010; 
Walther, Hoter, et al., 2015).  However, SIP emphasizes the rate of information exchange 
(Walther, 1996) and quality of information being exchanged (Walther, Van Der Heide, et 
al., 2015), rather than the total volume of information exchanged, are key elements in 
relationship building using CMC (Walther, 1996; Walther, Van Der Heide, et al., 2015).  
Walther (1992, 2015) argued those using CMC to develop a relationship through 
communication, or those who are motivated to communicate through CMC, will do so 
effectively by adapting their communication style, audio/visual cue expectations, and cue 
use to fit the chosen communication media. 
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 The foundations for SIP come from Social Presence Theory and Burgoon et al. 
(1996) work in nonverbal communication (Walther, 1992, 2015).  Developed by Short et 
al. (1976), Social Presence Theory examines the quality of connection between two 
people within a conversation.  Face-to-face communication typically contains a high level 
of connection and, therefore, a high level of social presence.  When applied to CMC, 
Social Presence Theory focuses on the communication medium rather than the 
communication itself (Gunawardena, 1995; Short et al., 1976; Walther, 1992).  Compared 
to face-to-face communication, CMC is restrictive because of the medium’s inability to 
support verbal or visual cues.  In terms of CMC, social presence is defined as one 
person’s perception of the other within an electronic communication (Short et al., 1976; 
Walther, 1992).  Rather, it is the feeling that one’s partner within the conversation is 
involved, or present, in the conversation (Walther, 1992).  Social Presence Theory argues 
the communication media, or the quality of the media, determines peoples’ ability to 
perceive one another through CMC.  CMC media that are restrictive, or do not allow for 
multiple avenues of interaction, may result in impersonal interactions or communication, 
which lowers social presence (Gunawardena, 1995; Short et al., 1976; Walther, 1992).  
However, SIP differs from Social Presence Theory by focusing on interaction and 
interpersonal communication through CMC rather than the quality of the CMC media.  
The different approach allows SIP to focus on the development of a relationship between 
people communicating though CMC rather than the ability of the CMC media to make a 
person appear present, or real (Walther, 1992; Walther et al., 2010). 
   In Nonverbal Communication: The Unspoken Dialogue, Burgoon et al. (1996) 
claim nonverbal communications, or nonverbal interactions, serve different functions 
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within a conversation.  They also reject the idea that nonverbal action, or interactions, 
have specific social meanings (Burgoon et al., 1996; Walther, 1992).  Nonverbal cues, or 
nonverbal interactions, can influence conversation structure, identification, impression 
formation, emotion, social influence and deception.  However, no single cue or action has 
the potential to directly influence an area of a conversation.  It is through a combination 
of cues or interactions that influence may be obtained to achieve the intended goal, or 
function, of the communication (Burgoon et al., 1996).  In addition, Burgoon et al. (1996) 
argued the emphasis or deemphasis of various nonverbal cues can lead to the same result.  
This is especially true when using CMC (Walther, 1992) because nonverbal cues serve as 
a function of communication and are not tied directly to any particular structure of 
communication. The desired purpose for using nonverbal cues may be achieved through 
the emphasis, deemphasis, or substitution of cues to fit the environment (Burgoon et al., 
1996) or communication media (Walther, 1992). 
 CMC is no longer being used to convey simple information or participate in 
simple, or limited, communication between people (Walther, 1996).  Interaction between 
participants varies depending on the purpose of the communication, interpersonal goals 
of the participants, or the communication strategies implemented by participants.  These 
new approaches to CMC often produce better, or more favorable results, when compared 
to similar face-to-face situations and communication opportunities (Walther, Van Der 
Heide, et al., 2015).  SIP seeks to understand how participants using CMC achieve the 
level of relationship development often found, or expected, in face-to-face 
communication and why CMC has shown successful development of both impersonal, 




The core assumption of SIP is people will adapt their communication habits, 
structures, and cue systems to communicate through whichever media, and in whatever 
situation, they desire (Walther, 1992, 2015; Walther, Van Der Heide, et al., 2015).  These 
habits, structures, and cues may include, but are not limited to, word choice and usage, 
message timing, emotional expression, expression of self, and style (Walther, 1992, 2015; 
Walther, Hoter, et al., 2015; Wang et al., 2009).  Research has shown when people are 
properly motivated to communicate through CMC, they adapt their communication style 
and patterns to discuss themselves, their attitudes, and their emotions while drawing 
inference from the information provided by their communication partner.  These 
inferences are used to develop impressions of one another, which may lead to identifying 
common interests and the development of a relationship (Walther et al., 2005; Walther, 
Van Der Heide, et al., 2015).  Walther and Ramirez (2009) found no single nonverbal 
cue, behavior, or set of behaviors were predominantly used to convey social information 
amongst CMC participants.  Often a single cue or behavior was used to convey multiple 
types of information and participants used different combinations of cues and behaviors 
to achieve similar interpersonal communication goals.  This created a fluid state of 
encoding and decoding interactions over CMC using nonverbal cues and behaviors in 
relational contexts to facilitate communication (Walther & Ramirez, 2009).  This 
research furthered the core assumption of SIP, that people, when motivated, will 
communicate and develop relationships over any chosen communication medium 
(Walther, Van Der Heide, et al., 2015). 
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When discussing CMC, much of the research uses face-to-face communication as 
a benchmark for comparison (Walther, 2009).  SIP uses this comparison when outlining 
secondary assumptions (Walther, 2015).  When conceptualizing the theory, Walther 
acknowledged a difference in the rate of information exchange between face-to-face 
communication and CMC.  Face-to-face communication has the potential to incorporate 
both verbal and nonverbal cues, which results in a larger amount of information 
participants can use to develop impressions.  Face-to-face communication is also 
synchronous, or the exchange of information is happening immediately.  This results in a 
reduced amount of time and fewer interactions required to develop a relationship 
(Walther, 1992, 2015).  SIP acknowledges the differences between face-to-face 
communication and CMC but assumes a similar level and type of relationship formed 
with face-to-face communication may also form through CMC.  The determining factor 
of this assumption is time.  Due to the identified difference in the information exchange 
rate, CMC requires more time to exchange information, draw inference, and develop a 
relationship than face-to-face communication (Walther, 2015).  However, CMC measures 
time in terms of frequency.  More frequently communicate through CMC often results in 
an increased rate of information exchange, which may result in the formation of a 
relationship over a shorter instance of time (Walther, 1992, 2015).  The advancement of 
synchronous and k-synchronous CMC technologies may reduce the time required to form 
a relationship through CMC, but these technologies have not reached the level of face-to-
face communication in terms of the potential rate of information exchange.  They will 
require more time, or an increased number of communications, to reach the same level of 
information exchange as face-to-face communications (Walther, 2015). 
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Existing Literature on SIP and CMC 
Much research is available focusing on CMC but no consensus emerges, across 
multiple fields of study regarding the value of CMC (Walther, 1996; Walther et al., 
2010).  Some research identified CMC as a simple replacement for traditional modes of 
communication (Walther et al., 2010), while other research argued CMC is more than a 
simple replacement and greatly affects social interaction within a variety of contexts and 
situations.  However, the extent and type of effect, positive or negative, CMC has on 
interpersonal interaction is not widely agreed upon (Walther, Hoter, et al., 2015).   
 Early research argued CMC’s lack of nonverbal cues prevented emotional and 
interpersonal content from reaching communication participants, a view that is present in 
current research (Sprecher, 2014).  Epley and Kruger (2005) argue CMC’s lack of 
nonverbal cues interferes with participant’s ability to accurately share personal 
information or form impressions, which may violate any preexisting communication 
expectations and hinder participants ability to adjust preexisting impressions of the 
conversation partner.  Additionally, this hindrance may lead to the persistence of 
stereotypes and prevent people from creating an authentic impression of their 
conversation partner (Epley & Kruger, 2005).  Research also suggests the absence of 
nonverbal cues in CMC impedes the development of social messaging and various social 
processes, including emotional expression and the assignment of meaning (Burgoon et 
al., 2002; Short et al., 1976), the deemphasizing of information to prevent participants 
from conveying the degree of importance of the information being sent (Culnan & 
Markus, 1987), conveyance of status or credibility, and the impression of charisma 
(Sproull & Kiesler, 1992). As a result, CMC may be a less reliable, more impersonal, 
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form of communication (Kiesler et al., 1984).  Walther (1996) conceded the point that 
inexperienced users viewed CMC as an impersonal form of communication.  However, 
Walther also identified several instances of interpersonal communication using CMC 
where the quality and type of information exchange reached, or exceeded, the expected 
levels of interaction sought with face-to-face communication (Walther, 1996). 
Much research was conducted on the effects of SIP on language and interpersonal 
communication (Walther, Van Der Heide, et al., 2015).  Tidwell and Walther (2002) 
studied the communication patterns between conversation partners over CMC and in a 
face-to-face setting.  They found that those communicating via CMC were more willing 
to disclose personal information and ask questions, resulting in a more intimate 
interaction, than participants in the face-to-face setting (Tidwell & Walther, 2002).  
Valkenburg and Peter (2009) found adolescent children often disclose more personal 
information online than offline.  The recipients of this information, or friends, often 
provide encouragement and feedback that can lead to improvements in psychological 
development, or reinforcement for the concept of self (Valkenburg & Peter, 2009).  Rains 
et al. (2016) used SIP to study the effects of social support messaging through CMC and 
face-to-face communication.  They found the reduction of visual cues typically found in 
face-to-face communication, like eye contact, decreased the amount of stress experienced 
by those receiving support and allowed recipients to become more receptive to the 
support being provided (Rains et al., 2016).  In addition, Rains et al. (2016) found the 
same reduction in cues allowed support facilitators to elaborate on the message content 
and enhance the effects of the message. Support facilitators were no longer focused on 
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providing personal or environmental comforts and could devote more resources to 
addressing the support needed by recipients (Rains et al., 2016). 
Competing Theory: SIDE.  The capabilities of CMC, either text-based or 
multimodal, to affect interpersonal relations, personal expression, or information delivery 
may not be well-known, or that research in this area may be conflicted (Walther et al., 
2010).  However, Walther et al. (2010) and Walther et al. (2015) identified many 
empirical studies that utilized theories in opposition of SIP.  One such theory is the social 
identity of deindividuation (SIDE) model (Reicher et al., 1995; Spears et al., 2000).   
SIDE focuses on the need of people to affiliate, usually in a group dynamic, and 
the sense of anonymity that comes with CMC (Reicher et al., 1995; Spears et al., 2000).  
Early modes of CMC created a sense of visual anonymity amongst users.  The inability to 
see, identify, or experience a person’s appearance, or visual cues, created a sense of 
interpersonal disconnect between communicating partners (Reicher et al., 1995). This 
disconnect made interpersonal communication using CMC difficult, which explains why 
users tend to gravitate towards group dynamics, or a group identity, when communicating 
online (Reicher et al., 1995; Spears et al., 2000).  SIDE posits this attraction to the group,  
group dynamics, and group affiliations are more important than interactions between 
group members or individual relationships that may develop within the group (Spears et 
al., 2000). 
Research conducted with SIDE often experiments within group settings, with 
little to no individual or interpersonal interactions and over a short frame of time 
(Walther, Van Der Heide, et al., 2015).  Walther et al. (2010) posited the results 
associated with CMC from these studies were a result of the group, or affiliation with the 
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group identity, and not relationships established between individuals of the group.  This 
uncovered two issues: (1) two different theoretical approaches exist that predict similar 
outcomes when using CMC for impression and relationship development (Walther et al., 
2010) and (2) generalizing the results of CMC studies are often difficult because of 
competing theories (Walther, 2009).   
 Walther and Carr (2010) suggested evidence and research exists to support the 
SIDE model, but critics of SIDE identify the lack of connection between anonymity and 
depersonalization as a failed assumption of the model (Walther, Van Der Heide, et al., 
2015).  In contrast, SIP acknowledges the existence of visual anonymity but suggests the 
existence of other unique identifying information is available to circumvent any 
depersonalization identified by the SIDE model.  This information may include, but is not 
limited to, usernames, style, or language differences (Walther, Van Der Heide, et al., 
2015). 
Walther (2009) suggested the gap between competing theories will decrease as 
technology continues to advance.  Most modern CMC media are multimodal rather than 
strictly text based and include synchronous, and k-synchronous, communication types.  
Many group-based CMC media include components that allow for interpersonal 
interaction outside of the group dynamic (Walther, 2009; Walther et al., 2010; Walther, 
Hoter, et al., 2015).  The development of new CMC media does not require new theories 
or the abandonment of existing theory.  It requires the reexamination of existing 
knowledge and the adjustment of theory and assumptions to account for new CMC 




Benefits of SIP with CMC 
A person’s desire to transmit and receive information efficiently and to 
communicate with others, regardless of the means, remains constant (Ko & Rossen, 
2010).  SIP focuses on the interpersonal development of impressions and individual 
relationships through interaction with CMC, not a group dynamic (Walther, 2015; 
Walther, Van Der Heide, et al., 2015).  The benchmark comparison for these interactions 
is face-to-face communication.  While face-to-face is known to convey information, 
develop impressions, and form relationships quicker, CMC does offer certain logistical 
and psychological advantages (Walther, 1996, 2015; Walther, Hoter, et al., 2015).  
Logistically, CMC has the potential to connect people who experience geographical, 
institutional, or personal barriers or issues that prevent them from communicating face-
to-face (Walther, Hoter, et al., 2015).  Psychologically, people may possess an aversion 
to, or anxiety when, speaking in public or a face-to-face setting.  CMC may reduce these 
issues by deemphasizing the group dynamic, or the pressure caused by the group 
dynamic, and allowing people time to formulate a response within a conversation 
(Walther, Hoter, et al., 2015).   
In a study by Walther, Hoter, et al. (2015), college students with Arab or Jewish 
cultural or regional affiliation were combined in an online academic setting.  The students 
communicated through CMC and the study analyzed the students’ level of prejudice, 
attitude, and assumed stereotypes in relation to the other participants of the course.  The 
results of the study showed identified level of prejudice for participants at the end of the 
study were significantly lower than at the start of the study.  Participants indicated the 
common goal of the academic work and the requirement of interaction over an extended 
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period allowed them to move beyond established prejudice and pre-impressions of their 
classmates and form new impressions.  Some participants also indicated this result may 
not have been possible within a face-to-face setting, where cultural and social norms 
could prevent interaction between such groups or the relinquishment of established 
prejudice (Walther, Hoter, et al., 2015).  
 While the results of this study were encouraging, Walther, Hoter, et al. (2015) 
argued the use of CMC for intergroup and cross-group communication is not the solution 
to the worlds regional, cultural, or institutional problems.  They did, however, identify 
three factors that aided the results of the study: (1) ample amount of time needed for 
participants to become acquainted with one another, (2) gradual online interaction and 
communication through CMC, and (3) the use of a text-based messaging and 
communication platform (Walther, Hoter, et al., 2015).  Similar findings are seen in 
Walther and Carr (2010) and Walther et al. (2010).  The flexibility and adaptability of 
CMC combined with the ease of interaction between communication partners over a 
sufficient period of time allowed people to become familiar with their conversation 
partner, move beyond and pre-existing impressions for new impressions, and develop a 
relationship (Walther, 1996; Walther, Van Der Heide, et al., 2015; Walther & Carr, 
2010).  When people are properly motivated to communicate with CMC, they can 
communicate as effectively as though they were communicating face-to-face (Walther, 
1992, 1996; Walther et al., 2010; Walther, Van Der Heide, et al., 2015; Walther & Carr, 
2010).  When people know they are going to interact with people multiple times over an 
extended period of time they become more personable, more inquisitive, and share more 
personal information with their communication partner (Walther, 2015). 
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The ARCS Model of Motivational Design 
The ARCS Model of Motivational Design is a systematic macro-level model for 
motivational design developed by John Keller (1987, 2010).  Initially titled a theoretical 
design for motivation and instruction, ARCS comes from expectancy-value theory 
(Keller, 1987).  John Keller (1987, 2010) developed ARCS using two primary objectives: 
(1) create a model for use by practitioners that addresses, or incorporates, several 
motivational concepts and theories, and (2) create a systematic design model for 
motivational instruction.  The result was a design model with four conceptual 
components, each of which relate to a variable or character identified in the field of 
motivation: attention, relevance, confidence, and satisfaction (Keller, 1987, 2010).  The 
components of ARCS and corresponding strategies for applying the components to 
instructional practices represent the first objective.  Keller’s second objective was 
satisfied through the development of the motivational design process (Keller, 1987). 
Background 
ARCS is grounded in Tolman’s (1932) and Lewin’s (1938) work in expectancy-
value theory (Keller, 1987).  Expectancy-value theory is  the value, or perceived benefits, 
a person believes they will obtain from completing an activity (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000).  
In terms of motivation, expectancy-value theory assumes a person’s motivation for 
starting, and finishing, and activity is directly related the value obtained from completing 
the activity and the students perceived level of performance exhibited during activity 
completion (Keller, 1987, 2010; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000).  For example, if a person 
believes the expected value that comes from completing an activity is beneficial or 
greater than the amount of time and effort required for the activity, the person is likely 
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motivated to complete the activity.  If a person feels they do not possess the skills needed 
to complete an activity and the amount of time needed to learn the required skills and 
complete the activity exceeds the expected value, or benefit received, from the 
completing the activity, the person may be less motivated (Keller, 2010; Wigfield & 
Eccles, 2000).  Expectancy-value theory requires positive experiences, values, or levels 
for all variables to meet a required level of motivation to start and complete an activity 
(Keller, 2010).  
Keller (2010) defined motivation as the beliefs, feelings, and actions that help or 
cause the formation of personal objectives and the level of intensity he/she exhibits when 
pursuing those objectives.  Research in motivation often results in inconclusive findings 
for the application of research-based principles are conducted in controlled environments 
or an environment designed to reduce experimental influences.  In practice, these 
research-based principles are not conducted in controlled environments, which may lead 
to conflicting results (Keller, 2010).  Rather than attempt to identify application-to-
practice relationships for every research-based motivational principle, Keller (2010) 
acknowledged personal motivation cannot be controlled and not every successful use of a 
motivational principle can be explained by the research.  However, student motivation 
may be influenced within an educational environment (Keller, 1987). 
Keller (2010) described student motivation as a sequence of events, or outcomes, 
that change in the amount of attention students devote to future events, the intensity in 
which students address future events, or the outcome students expect from future events.  
This type of motivation is often viewed as unpredictable and some instructors believe 
they have no power to control or influence student motivation, often referring to it as a 
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student responsibility.  However, some research has found this assumption to be false 
(Keller, 1987).  Keller (1987) found an instructor’s influence over students’ motivation is 
never neutral.  Instructors often influence student motivation through the enforcement of 
rules, delivery of instruction, design of instruction, and the application of perceived 
authority.  When conducted poorly, these often resulted in negative influences on student 
motivation, which often lead to boredom or loss of interest (Keller, 1987). 
Motivational Design 
 ARCS, as a motivational design model, is meant to complement instructional 
design or existing curriculum found within a course (Keller, 2010).  An instructional 
design process identifies goals, or outcomes, by identifying gaps through a need analysis 
or gap analysis.  This analysis focuses on a current state of something in relation to where 
that something is expected to reach, or the designer of the analysis would like it to reach, 
after a specific amount of time (Keller, 2010).  Strategies and activities are developed and 
implemented to help achieve those goals, and a reflection, or evaluation, is conducted to 
assess the effectiveness of the design (Keller, 2010).  Motivational design works in 
conjunction with instructional design but focuses on the arrangement and sequence of 
resources and materials to influence student motivation (Keller, 2010).  This motivation 
often comes from various motivational concepts or principles, like curiosity, arousal, or 
reward, that work in tandem with the instructional design.  The goal of this collaboration 
is to identify and implement the motivational balance that makes instruction appealing for 
students without crossing into the area of entertainment (Keller, 2010). 
Proponents of instructional design, however, suggest motivational design 
naturally occurs within many instructional design models (Keller, 1987, 2010).  
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Instructors will attempt to stimulate interest in the lesson, or unit, through an event or 
trigger that gains the students attention.  Attention events are typically placed at the start 
of a lesson and are designed to increase student motivation before instruction occurs  
(Gagne, 1965).  Reinforcement occurs in multiple instances throughout a lesson, or unit, 
and usually as a reaction to a student response or action.  Instructors typically view this 
motivational component as feedback, but reinforcement can be either positive or negative 
and is typically used to ensure students’ are not straying from the intended educational 
path (Skinner, 1954).  Instructors and designers often believe the quality of the 
instruction is directly related to student motivation.  However, a quality design and the 
inclusion of traditional motivational components may not be enough to influence a 
student’s motivation to learn (Keller, 2010). 
In motivational design, motivation refers to a person’s desires, the choices they 
make, their commitments, and the reasons behind them (Keller, 1987, 2010).  Therefore, 
the goal of motivational design is to connect instructional design and instructional 
materials to students through the incorporation of stimulation and challenge, addressing 
proper responses to success and failure and acknowledging the goals of the student 
(Keller, 2010).  In addition, motivational design is not limited to educational practices 
alone and the systematic nature of motivational design allows the model to work in 
conjunction with other systematic models (Keller, 2010).  Motivational design practices 
have been used to improve employee motivation, improve personal self-esteem, and 
improve self-regulatory skills.  The model has been used to improve career seeking 
personality traits for those who experience difficulties finding employment, like anxiety, 
helplessness, or self-efficacy (Keller, 2010). 
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 The most common barrier to designing and implementing motivational design is 
the instructor’s knowledge of student motivation and acceptance of their role as student 
motivator (Keller, 2010).  Keller (1987) found teachers have a positive or a negative 
influence over the motivation of students within their class, but teachers were unwilling 
to accept the responsibility for motivating their students.  For motivational design to work 
successfully within instructional design, the instructor must accept they have influence 
over student motivation (Keller, 2010).  They can inspire or stimulate students to do 
amazing things or they can bore them into oblivion.  The success of the collaboration 
between motivational and instructional design is determined by the commitment of the 
instructor to integrate and utilize both design models (Keller, 2010). 
Model Components 
In order for students to become motivated and retain that motivation, there are 
four primary conditions that must be met: attention, relevance, confidence, and 
satisfaction (Keller, 1987, 2010).  For students, the goal of ARCS is to obtain and sustain 
students’ motivation over time (Baker & Robinson, 2017; Keller, 1987, 2010), while 
creating the impression success is possible with the proper amount of effort and 
determination (Keller, 1987).  For instructors, the goals of ARCS is to provide instructors 
with an understanding of how they can influence student motivation and provide a set of 
skills or strategies they can use to improve student motivation within their instruction 
(Keller, 2010).  
 Attention.  Attention refers to the introductory step for many lesson plans, or 
instructional design models, and is designed to momentarily increase student curiosity in 
the material yet to be taught (Keller, 1987, 2010).  ARCS, however, focuses on obtaining, 
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retaining, and maintaining student interest and attention throughout the whole of the 
instruction, rather than attempting to regain it at the start of each instructional set or 
lesson (Keller, 1987, 2010; Milman & Wessmiller, 2016). Attention, as a component of 
ARCS, is divided into three categories: perception arousal, inquiry arousal, and 
variability (Keller, 2010; Malik, 2014; Milman & Wessmiller, 2016). 
 Perception arousal is a form of curiosity focused on one’s environment or the 
perception of one’s environment.  This type of arousal usually comes from surprise or the 
encounter of unknown and uncertain situations within their environment (Keller, 2010; 
Malik, 2014). Inquiry arousal is another form of curiosity that focuses on challenge and 
problem solving (Keller, 2010; Malik, 2014).  Like perception arousal, the level of 
curiosity generated from inquiry arousal persists until the challenge no longer exists or 
the questions have been answered (Berlyne, 1954). Variability refers to the methods, 
types of resources, and organization of resources used to gain student attention (Keller, 
2010; Malik, 2014).  In ARCS, variability is related to arousal.  Instructors can 
incorporate variability into instruction through the use of different presenters, 
presentation styles, or presentation media with the curriculum or course design (Keller, 
2010; Milman & Wessmiller, 2016).  Dramatic variations are not required and subtle 
variations may be used to increase arousal (Keller, 2010). 
The antithesis of attention is boredom, which educators routinely try to 
circumvent.   In terms of ARCS, there are two primary components to boredom: curiosity 
and monotony (Keller, 2010).  If attention is an event that captures curiosity and 
facilitates a desire to learn more, boredom comes from a lack of, or a low level of, 
curiosity that cause people to abandon events (Keller, 2010).  Those with low levels of 
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curiosity become bored but those with high levels of curiosity can also become bored if 
an event lingers or progress towards accomplishing a task is slow (Day, 1968; Keller, 
2010).  Monotony is the opposite of arousal (Keller, 2010).  Monotonous events or tasks 
are repetitive and predictable in nature, and often lack the stimulation needed to an 
adequate level of arousal, and therefore curiosity.  In order to counteract boredom, 
educators must find a balance between consistency, novelty, and variation to ensure an 
optimum level of curiosity while avoiding extreme levels of arousal and monotony 
(Keller, 2010). 
Relevance.   Purpose is often associated with relevance and students will often 
question the purpose of the event, activity, or instruction before they determine its 
relevance (Keller, 1987).  ARCS defines relevance as an attraction based on personal 
goals, values, and motives.  This attraction may occur in response to the perceived 
outcome of a tasks, event, or ideas, to people who share values, motives or common 
goals, or to people who help facilitate those goals (Keller, 2010), but relevance has no 
single source (Keller, 1987, 2010; Malik, 2014).  In an educational setting, relevance may 
be drawn from the way instruction is delivered (Keller, 1987), connecting instruction to 
previous learning or other content areas, or the sharing of gaps and areas of deficiency 
identified through a needs assessment (Milman & Wessmiller, 2016).  A holistic 
approach is preferred because of the number of psychological components related to 
relevance, like goal choice, motivation, need, and future orientation (Keller, 2010; Malik, 
2014). 
Confidence.  Confidence refers to a person’s belief in their abilities to succeed or 
their expectations of success.  These beliefs, or expectations, are not limited to specific 
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tasks and may be applied to various parts of a person’s everyday life (Baker & Robinson, 
2017; Keller, 2010).  Perception of control also contributes to personal confidence.  A 
person’s perception of control over their performance combined with belief in their 
abilities produces confidence.  A deficiency in either area, however, may provide lower 
confidence or a lack of confidence, which directly affects motivation (Keller, 2010). 
In ARCS, Keller (2010) based his perception of ability on self-efficacy.  Self-
efficacy is the personal belief on one’s own ability to succeed when completing tasks and 
the ability to exert the necessary effort requires to complete the task (Bandura, 1997).  
People with high self-efficacy are more likely to complete tasks that required the use of 
personal skills, knowledge, or tasks that include obstacles or problems.  People with low 
self-efficacy often see obstacles as barriers that are too difficult to work around, choosing 
to focus on themselves rather than completing the task (Bandura, 1997).   
In education, the focus of confidence is to help students believe in their abilities 
and convince students to use their abilities to control their own success (Keller, 2010; 
Milman & Wessmiller, 2016).  Confident students believe success comes from their 
actions and the amount of effort contributed to those actions (Bandura, 1997).  
Unconfident students, or students who exhibit low levels of confidence, focus less on 
successfully completing tasks and more on avoiding failure, mitigating the personal 
effects of the failure, or controlling how others perceive them if they fail (Dweck, 1986).  
It is the goal of educators to help build student confidence, thereby improving 
student motivation (Keller, 2010). Keller (2010) found student confidence may be 
influenced by creating an educational environment that encourages positive expectations 
for success and control over failure, while maintaining a rigorous and challenging 
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curriculum. However, Keller (1987, 2010) also found educators routinely underestimate 
the levels of anxiety or fear of failure experienced by students.  This type of anxiety is 
present in everyone and avoidance, or attempting to ignore anxiety, often results in 
procrastination, which may lead to aggressive behaviors (Keller, 2010).  Instead, 
educators should help students believe in their ability to control anxiety, thereby fostering 
an ability to control success (Milman & Wessmiller, 2016).  This may be achieved by 
providing students with the detailed information and support throughout the course and 
managing student expectations as they complete the course (Keller, 2010). 
Satisfaction.  In order for students to have a continuous desire to learn, they must 
experience some form of satisfaction as an outcome of the learning or throughout the 
learning process (Keller, 2010).  This satisfaction may be obtained through intrinsic and 
extrinsic sources (Baker & Robinson, 2017; Keller, 1987, 2010; Malik, 2014; Milman & 
Wessmiller, 2016).  Intrinsic satisfaction, which is also called intrinsic reward or intrinsic 
motivation, is obtained from the successful completion of a task that challenged, or held 
meaning for, the person completing the task (Keller, 2010).  Those who are intrinsically 
satisfied find the meaning or satisfaction, derived from completing tasks to be personal or 
unique to themselves.  This satisfaction may come from simply completing a task, praise 
from an authority figure or respected individual, or the connection of one completed task 
to another (Keller, 2010; Malik, 2014).  Extrinsic satisfaction, which is also called 
extrinsic reward or extrinsic reinforcement, is obtained from sources outside of the 
person completing the task.  Those who are extrinsically satisfied find meaning or 
enjoyment from the task through public recognition or feedback, tangible rewards, or 
various forms of compensation (Keller, 2010; Malik, 2014; Milman & Wessmiller, 
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2016).  While intrinsic is the more desirable form of satisfaction in education, extrinsic 
reward and reinforcement is the most commonly used tactic to stimulate satisfaction 
(Keller, 1987, 2010; Milman & Wessmiller, 2016). 
The implementation of intrinsic and extrinsic rewards, or reinforcers, can be 
complicated as satisfaction, either of intrinsic or extrinsic, cannot be guaranteed (Keller, 
2010).  Rewards, both extrinsic and intrinsic, may hold no influence over satisfaction if 
those rewards required, or expected, specific outcomes for the tasks and instructor, or 
instructional designer, cannot guarantee an opportunity for reward will affect all students 
in the same manner (Keller, 1987, 2010).  When implementing intrinsic and extrinsic 
rewards to stimulate, or influence, satisfaction, educators should consider whether the 
reward to be received by students is and delivered to students in a timely manner (Baker 
& Robinson, 2017).  If instructor, or instructional designer, plan to use intrinsic rewards, 
they must first establish that students possess an existing intrinsic motivation related to 
the topic, otherwise the intrinsic reward may not be effective (Keller, 2010). Extrinsic 
rewards may be used to influence intrinsic satisfaction through the establishment and 
maintenance of positive or beneficial behaviors (Keller, 2010).  Well-designed instruction 
should include numerous opportunities for both intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction.  The 
challenge is to incorporate appropriate opportunities for both while not overwhelming 
students with work and providing students with a certain amount of freedom, or 
autonomy, to complete the instruction as they see fit (Keller, 1987, 2010). 
Application of the ARCS Model 
 The application of the ARCS Model is a systematic process organized within four 
generic instructional design phases: Analyze, Design, Develop and Test (Keller, 2010).  
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A fundamental premise of ARCS is the motivational design process may be applied to the 
instructional design of a course, or a subset of instructional materials within the course, to 
improve motivational appeal regardless of the utilized instructional design model.  Many 
instructional design models contain analysis, develop, design, and test phases; therefore, 
the ARCS Model of Motivational Design may be implemented alongside the chosen 
instructional design model at each phase (Keller, 2010).  Designing with the ARCS 
model occurs over several pre-determined steps to create a sequential set of activities that 
aid instructors and designers in the identification motivational problems, develop 
motivational goals, identify motivational strategies or tactics to address identified 
problems, and implement identified strategies and tactics to achieve motivational goals 
and create learning environments suitable for stimulating student motivation (Keller, 
2010).  However, ARCS also assumes instructors, or designers, will modify the ARCS 
process to fit specific needs or situations.  This customization may call for omitting one 
or more steps of the process that may not apply to the identified problem, or specific 
situation (Keller, 2010).  In ARCS, the overall process is more important than the specific 
steps themselves (Keller, 2010).  
 Analysis. The analysis phase of applying the ARCS Model contains four steps: 
Obtaining course information, obtaining student information, analyzing student 
information, and analyzing course learning materials.  These steps are designed to help 
instructors and designers obtain information about their course, the students in their 
course, and locate potential motivational needs or gaps (Keller, 1987, 2010).  Obtaining 
and analyzing student information requires instructors and designers to collect 
information on the student population within the course focusing on existing student 
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motivation and satisfaction related the course instructional goals.  The analysis will 
identify the motivational gaps that exist and provide the instructor or designer with 
specific areas to address during the design phase of the process (Keller, 2010). 
 The relevance component of ARCS may be tied to course instruction and 
instructional materials (Keller, 2010).  The analyze course learning materials step uses 
information gathered from the previous three steps to evaluate the learning materials 
within the course and identify gaps within these materials related to the identified 
motivational gaps from the student analysis (Keller, 2010). This will give instructors 
another specific area to address during the design phase of the process (Keller, 2010). 
 Design.  The design phase uses the information from the previous phase to create 
objectives for the motivational design, determine how the evaluate the achievement of 
these objectives, create and select motivational tactics to help fulfill the objectives, and 
how to integrate the motivational design into the existing instructional design (Keller, 
2010).  This phase contains four steps: Selecting motivational goals, objectives, and 
assessments, listing potential motivational tactics, selecting motivational tactics, and 
integrating motivational design into an existing instructional design (Keller, 2010). 
 Motivational objectives are similar to learning objectives, or course objectives, 
except motivational objectives focus on specific behaviors, conditional or environmental 
factors, and institutionally mandated learning behavior.  Motivational objectives should 
reveal the level of students motivation to learn, not the students level of content mastery 
(Keller, 2010).  These objectives should be written to include information from the 
analysis phase and framed to illustrate the motivational behavior the instructor, or 
designer, wish to observe within students (Keller, 2010).  These behaviors may be 
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observed as students interact with instructional materials and that information may be 
included within the motivational objective (Keller, 2010). 
 Accessing motivational objectives may be difficult as the observation, 
identification, or demonstration of a desired behavior may be subjective (Keller, 2010).  
The importance of the assessment is how it relates to the objective.  Objectives related to 
specific learning materials are easier to assess because students are responding to specific 
course items, which creates a specific instance to be observed.  Other methods of 
accessing motivational objectives may include questionnaires, time-on-task diagnostics, 
or observed student body language (Keller, 2010).  Any type of measurement may be an 
effective assessment of motivation if used properly and carefully.  The precision of the 
assessment will depend on the behavior being measured and the population size being 
assessed (Keller, 2010). 
 A tactic is defined as an activity, event, procedure, or course element that 
contributes to the implementation of a strategy or aids in the completion of a motivational 
objective.  A tactic may be as simple as adding images or media to a presentation or a 
demonstration of how learning and completing a new procedure may make life easier for 
students (Keller, 2010).  The listing and selection of motivational tactics steps helps 
instructors and designers determine how students will achieve the motivational objectives 
throughout the motivational design and how students will be assessed on completing 
motivational objectives (Keller, 2010).  When listing and selecting tactics, Keller (2010) 
emphasized the need to select tactics that can be implemented at the beginning, middle 
and end phases of a course, as well as tactics that continue throughout each of these 
phases to ensure student motivation is retained as they progress though the course. 
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 Selecting tactics may be more difficult than the listing, or brainstorming, tactics 
step (Keller, 1987).  During the final selection of tactics to include within the 
motivational design, Keller (2010) emphasized the need to include tactics for each 
component of the ARCS model and each stage of the motivational design.  Keller (2010) 
also cautioned that a combination or collaboration of tactics may be required to achieve 
the goals of the motivational design.  There may be no tactic that only applies to a 
specific component or stage in the ARCS Model, or a specific step in the motivational 
design.  Rather, the sequencing and combination of these tactics should be considered to 
ensure a holistic cohesive motivational design that achieves the motivational objectives 
(Keller, 2010). 
 The integration of the motivational design into the existing instructional design 
allows instructors and designers to review the objectives and selected tactics of the 
motivational design and determine how and where these elements fit within the existing 
instructional design (Keller, 2010).  Keller (2010) suggested organizing the instructional 
design and motivational design elements into a single document, listing learning 
objectives with the motivational objectives, the instructional activities with the 
motivational tactics, and the instructional assessments with the motivational assessments.  
This organization may help designers see how elements of the motivational design fit 
within the instructional design and to ensure no single motivational tactic is overused 
(Keller, 2010).  Motivational tactics are meant to stimulate motivation but the overuse of 
a single tactic may result in negative affect on student motivation (Keller, 2010).  Keller 
(2010) also stressed the importance of revisiting any previous step during the integration 
of the motivational design.  By revisiting these steps, designers may identify gaps that 
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were overlooked during the analysis stage and substitute, add, or change motivational 
tactics to create an effective integration with the instructional design (Keller, 2010). 
 Develop.  The selection, or development, of materials requires the designer to 
consider the existing instructional materials of the course in relation to the motivational 
objectives and tactics (Keller, 2010).  Since the instructional design has already been 
established, Keller (2010) suggested designers assume the instructional materials are 
already in alignment with the instructional objectives.  This step requires the designer to 
consider these same materials regarding the motivational design (Keller, 2010).  If the 
instructional materials are not in alignment with the motivational design, designers are 
encouraged to modify the existing instructional materials or create new instructional 
materials, to incorporate motivational design tactics and facilitate this alignment, while 
maintaining alignment with the instructional design (Keller, 2010). 
 Test.  The final step of the process is for evaluation and revision.  This step may 
be conducted at the same time as the evaluation step of the instructional design process or 
separately, and it may be conducted formally or informally (Keller, 2010).  An informal 
evaluation may include the review of the instructor, or facilitator, notes after the 
instruction was delivered to a student population or a cursory review of the instruction by 
a select number of students before instruction is delivered.  A formal evaluation may 
include a questionnaire designed to target specific motivational tactics included within 
the design or an analysis of student evaluations (Keller, 2010). 
 Keller (2010) suggested the type of evaluation may be dependent upon how the 
instructional design and motivational design may be used in the future.  If the instruction 
will be used by the same instructor, or facilitator, then an informal evaluation may be 
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appropriate.  If the instruction will be shared with other instructors, or facilitators, a 
formal evaluation may be needed (Keller, 2010).  Furthermore, if the instruction is 
delivered online independent of an instructor, designer, or facilitator, a formal evaluation 
is required to provide evidence of student reaction of the motivational design (Keller, 
2010).  Revisions often occur from the results of the evaluation (Keller, 2010).  If the 
instruction is to be shared, Keller (2010) suggested sharing the evaluation materials and 
documenting all revisions made to the design.  This ensures the facilitating instructors 
understand the changes that were made and how to evaluate those revisions in future 










CHAPTER III – METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the effectiveness of office hours 
conducted in fully online classes at a public university in the southeastern United States, 
identify the barriers or constraints that hinder student-instructor interaction and the 
development of the student-instructor relationship during the practice of online office 
hours.  These data are further used to create a design framework for instructors to use 
when organizing and delivering office hours to an online student population.  A second 
purpose of this study is to evaluate the effectiveness of the design framework in 
addressing identified student barriers to attending office hours and enhance student-
instructor interactions within online office hours. 
Research Design 
The design for the study is a mixed methods approach following a sequential 
explanatory design (Creswell, 2008).  This design first gathers quantitative data on series 
of topics from a specific population.  This data will be used to inform the qualitative 
component of the sequence, which is conducted through semi-structured interviews.  For 
the purposes of this study, the sequential explanatory design has been organized into four 
phases.   
Phase One 
Very little is known about online student perceptions or understanding of office 
hours for online classes, which may act as a barrier to participating in office hours.  This 
lack of information hinders the creation and implementation of a model or framework to 
help instructors conduct office hours with an online student population.  Phase one will 
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utilize the quantitative component of the mixed methods approach to gather student 
perception, preference, and barrier information pertaining to office hours. 
Objectives.  The primary objective of phase one is gathering data to inform the 
design and implementation of the online office hours design and implementation 
framework, which is discussed in phases two and three of the research design.  Secondary 
objectives obtain data to answer the following research questions: 
1. What barriers are present for online students participating in office hours? 
2. Is there a relationship between online student-instructor interaction 
preferences and the number of online classes taken, class standing, or gender? 
3. Which subsection of the ARCS Model of Motivational Design do students 
feel is represented the least in current office hours practices? 
Participants.  Phase one utilizes a questionnaire to survey the online student 
population at a university in the southeastern United States.  This population contains 
both graduate and undergraduate students enrolled in fully online academic programs and 
discounts any traditional, or face-to-face, student who may be taking an online class 
towards the completion of a non-online degree program.  This population also excludes 
any student taking an online class as a non-degree seeking student.   
Instrument. The instrument focuses on identifying student perception data 
pertaining to office hours, organizational barriers to attending office hours, and 
communication barriers that may prevent students from participating in office hours in an 
online setting.  The instrument is based on John Keller’s (2010) Course Interest Survey 
(CIS), but this study uses the short form of the CIS (Keller, 2005) rather than the original 
version.  The CIS contains 34 statements using a 5-point Likert Scale (Not True =1 to 
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Very True = 5) to assess a student’s reaction to the course and course materials pertaining 
to the four subscales of ARCS (Attention, Relevance, Confirmation, Satisfaction) (Keller, 
2010).  The short form of CIS contains 16 statements, uses the same Likert scale, and 
assesses the same student reaction to the course and course materials as the full version of 
the CIS (Keller, 2005; C. Kim & Keller, 2008; Ucar & Kumtepe, 2019).  When designing 
the CIS, Keller (2010) found the reliability estimates for the instrument, using 
Cronbach’s alpha as the test, between 0.81 and 0.88 for the subsets of ARCS and 0.95 for 
the overall assessment.  Similar results were also found in the short form of CIS (C. Kim 
& Keller, 2008; Ucar & Kumtepe, 2019).  Hasan Ucar and Alper Kumtepe (2019) found 
an overall Cronbach’s alpha of 0.91 for the short form of CIS.  ChanMin Kim and John 
Keller (2008) used a modified version of the CIS short form. The modification omitted 
the Satisfaction subsection of ARCS and only assessed student reaction to the first three 
subsections (Attendance, Relevance, and Confirmation).  This modified version 
contained 12 items and used the same 5-point Likert Scale as the original CIS (C. Kim & 
Keller, 2008).  In this modified version, Kim and Keller (2008) found a Cronbach’s alpha 
for each of the three subscales to be greater than 0.70.  
The instrument used in this study is based on the short form of CIS (Keller, 2005), 
but has been modified to include common office hours barrier items identified by 
research (Griffin et al., 2014; Guerrero & Rod, 2013; Lowenthal et al., 2017; Smith et al., 
2017) and items that identify online students’ desired level student-instructor interaction, 
or relationship, with their instructors (Cox & Orehovec, 2007). Permission to use and 
modify the short form of the CIS has been obtained from John M. Keller and may be 
found in Appendix B.   
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The instrument is comprised of five demographical items and forty-seven Likert-
style items, organized into four sections.  The last section of questionnaire, which 
contains sixteen items in all, are conditional depending on the demographic responses 
provided.  This section measures a respondent’s experiences with office hours conducted 
within an online class prior to the participating in the study.  These items follow the short 
form of the Course Information Survey (Keller, 2010).  Each item in the section has been 
modified to change the focus, or referent, of the item to online office hours without 
modifying the overall substance of the item.  The instrument is found in Appendix B.   
Procedures.  The survey was conducted electronically with each student receiving 
an invitation to participate via email.  The entire online student population of the 
participating institution received the participation invitation to eliminate any sampling 
bias.  Participation was voluntary and data was collected anonymously from student 
participants.  Participants may elect not to participate at any time and student participants 
will electronically complete a confidentiality agreement before starting the survey 
instrument. 
Analysis.  The data collected through the survey instrument will be used to as an 
informational component in the development of a design and implementation framework, 
which will serve as the treatment for the study.  A correlation analysis is used to 
determine if a relationship exists between identified barriers to student office hour 
attendance demographical groups. Hypothesis testing for each correlation is: 
H1: A significant relationship exists between one or more of the sample groups 
and student barriers to office hours attendance. 
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H2: A significant relationship exists between one or more of the sample groups 
and student-instructor interaction preferences. 
The conditional section containing the modified Course Information Survey items 
is analyzed using a one-way ANOVA.  Each subsection of the ARCS model is 
represented as a level, or factor, within the analysis are used to identify subsections that 
are underutilized, or represented, in current online office hours practices.    Hypothesis 
testing for the analysis is: 
H3: A significant amount of variance was identified between the sample 
population and a subsection of the ARCS model. 
Contrasts may show if the identified variance between subsections of the ARCS 
model are present in all sample groups (i.e., graduate and undergraduate students) or 
specific groups. 
Phase Two 
Phase two will utilize the information gathered from phase one, along with the 
ARCS Model of Motivational Design, Social Information Processing Theory, blended 
online learning research conducted by Fadde and Vu (2014), and a student-instructor 
interaction topology by Cox and Orehovic (2007) to create an office hours design and 
implementation framework or treatment.  The objective of the framework is to aid online 
instructors in the development, design, and delivery of office hours within their online 
classes, while working cooperatively with the instructional design and instructional 




Procedures and Materials. The framework is based on Keller’s (2010) ARCS 
Model for Motivational Design.  ARCS was designed to be implemented alongside other 
instructional design models and the procedures of the framework will follow a similar 
style.  Like ARCS, the framework for this study is organized into four categories: Define, 
Design, Develop, and Pilot.  Unlike ARCS, this framework contains eight individual 
steps rather than ten.  The eight steps faculty participants will follow are listed below. 
Define 
1. Audience Analysis 
2. Course and Student-Instructor Interaction Analysis 
3. Objectives and Goals 
Design 
4. List of Potential Tactics 
5. Select and/or Design Tactics 
Develop 
6. Course Integration 
7. Selection and Development of Materials 
Pilot 
8. Evaluate and Revise 
The framework contains components and steps commonly found in many 
instructional design models or systems.  This allows instructors to implement this 
framework alongside a chosen instructional design model during curriculum creation or 
complement a preexisting curriculum with motivational elements.  A detailed structure of 




The analysis steps of the Define category (steps one and two) require instructors 
to evaluate the student populations of the course, course items, pedagogy, and course 
delivery to identify interaction gaps and barriers that may prevent students from attending 
office hours.  A survey instrument is provided for the instructor to use during audience 
analysis.  This is the same instrument used during phase one of the research design and is 
available in Appendix B.  A course delivery checklist and examples of commonly used 
student-instructor interactions are provided to aid instructors though the course analysis 
step.  These documents are found in Appendix C.   
Goals and/or objectives (step three of the Design category) are then selected by 
the instructors based on course and student information collected.  These goals will vary 
per instructor and focus on what the instructor wishes to accomplish within his/her 
course.  To aid instructors in selecting goals for the framework, explanations of Fadde 
and Vu’s (2014) approach to blended online learning and Cox and Orehovic’s (2007) 
topology of student-instructor interactions are provided (see Appendix C).  Blended 
online learning suggests synchronous and asynchronous communication and activities are 
complementary (Fadde & Vu, 2014).  The framework applies these same principles to 
online office hours.  Instructors can structure their goals and office hours delivery to 
complement the overall delivery of their course.  Cox and Orehovic (2007) define the 
type of interactions that may take place between students and instructors with their 
topology of student-faculty interaction.  The framework encourages instructors to 
consider this topology when determining goals and objectives of the framework.  This 
includes the levels of interaction the instructor is comfortable committing to and would 
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like to achieve by the end of the course.  This may also help instructor set the “rules of 
engagement” for students to follow when participating in office hours. 
Design 
ARCS defines specific activities, course elements, or procedures that help 
facilitate the goals/objectives of the design as tactics (Keller, 2010).  The design category 
of the framework aids instructors in brainstorming and selecting tactics to help facilitate 
instructor goals.  Keller (2010) also emphasized the need for tactics to change as the 
course progresses. The ARCS model requires instructors to select tactics that satisfy each 
component of ARCS (Attention, Relevance, Confirmation, and Satisfaction) at four 
different stages of the course: beginning, during, end, and throughout (Keller, 2010).  The 
framework utilizes the same approach and provides instructors with an explanation of 
tactics, their purpose, how to apply them, and provides a list of potential tactic examples 
at each stage of the course (see Appendix C).  Examples of potential tactics provided are 
based on results and suggestions from prior research (Griffin et al., 2014; Guerrero & 
Rod, 2013; Hrastinski, 2008; Li & Pitts, 2009; Lowenthal et al., 2017; Smith et al., 2017).  
Instructors may select tactics from the provided examples or develop their own tactics 
that fit their course and course delivery.  However, instructor participants must select at 
least one tactic for each component of ARCS at each stage of the course (beginning, 
during, end, and throughout). 
Develop and Pilot 
The develop category includes identifying areas of the course where tactics can be 
implemented and selecting, developing, or updating course materials to accommodate 
these tactics.  The complexity of Develop steps are determined by the selected 
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goals/objectives and the selected tactics of the design.  Identification of course 
components may be extensive but the implementation of changes may not, depending on 
the objectives and tactics selected.  Examples of course items that may need to be 
modified may include, but are not limited to, the course syllabus, course calendars, 
course announcements, support documents, course or technology instructions, 
discussions or first-week diagnostics, or course welcome information.  The level of 
modifications required for each course item identified will vary by the objective and 
tactic associated with each item. 
The evaluation and revision step of the framework is where instructors will pilot 
the design they create and evaluate the success of the design.  Unlike instructional design 
models, evaluations for motivational design models may be subjective (Keller, 2010).  
Often a successful design relies on the observation of a designed behavior in a student, 
the performance of a desired action by a student, or in increase in frequency of 
performances within a student population (Keller, 2010).  The framework uses the same 
evaluation approach.  Instructors will determine how they plan to evaluate the objectives 
of the design based on the goal, or goals, they wish to accomplish.  Examples of how an 
implementation of the framework may be evaluated are provided in the detailed structure 
of the framework (Appendix C). 
Phase Three 
Phase three implements the framework with a sample population of faculty and 
provides support for faculty participants using the office hours design framework within 
their online classes.   
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Objectives.  The objective of this phase of the research is to prepare instructors 
choosing to use the office hours design framework within their online classes, which 
occurs during phase four of the research design.   
Participants.  Participants included instructors and faculty members who teach 
fully online classes through the same university in the Southeastern United States 
surveyed in phase one of research.  The entire online instructor and faculty population at 
the institution is invited to participate and participants will choose to participate in the 
study.  Participation in the seminar is voluntary and is not tied to continued participation 
within the study.  Instructor participants may discontinue the study at any time without 
penalty or bias from the researcher or the institution.  All participating instructor 
information and comments are confidential and participating instructors will sign a 
participation agreement before continuing with the study. 
Materials.  The materials used in this phase of the research are those created in 
phase two.  Faculty participants are provided physical and digital copies of the documents 
found in Appendices C and D with instructions on how to follow the documents and 
implement the framework within their online courses. 
Procedures.  Each instructor/faculty participant will complete a seminar focusing 
on the purpose and implementation of the framework prior to the implementation within 
the instructor’s online class, or classes.  This seminar focuses on how to apply the design 
framework to their current office hours practices, the technologies they could use to 
deliver office hours within the online class, and how to use the framework to develop and 
office hours structure that compliments their existing pedagogy and online course 
delivery.   
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Upon completion of the seminar, additional support is provided for those 
instructors who choose to remain in the study by implementing framework within their 
online classes. This support may include, but is not limited to, individual support or 
design sessions with the instructor, technical support, or the creation of student support 
documentation.  Additionally, a check-in schedule will be devised by the researcher and 
participating instructor to ensure instructors are appropriately using the framework and to 
address any questions, or concerns, instructors my encounter along the way.  Additional 
student support and support documentation may be provided by the researcher upon 
request of the participating instructor. 
Phase Four 
  Phase four includes the qualitative component of the mixed methods approach 
and is used to evaluate the effectiveness of the framework at increasing student 
participation in online office hours and facilitating student-instructor interaction within 
online classes. 
Objectives.  The objectives of phase four of the research design are to aid 
instructors in the successful implementation of the framework within their online classes 
and address the following research questions: (1) how effective was the framework in 
addressing identified student barriers and (2) how effective was the framework at 
improving student-instructor interaction during office hours.  Specifically, a semi-
structured interview protocol will attempt to determine: 
1. How did the design framework influence the effectiveness of office hours 
within online courses? 
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2. How did the design framework influence student-instructor interaction, 
and communication, during online office hours? 
3. What effect did the design framework have on student and faculty 
perceptions of office hours within online classes? 
Participants.  Both instructor/faculty and students are invited to participate in 
phase four of the research.  A purposive sampling method is used for participant 
selection, first focusing on instructors who participated in phase three of the study and 
then students enrolled in classes taught by the participating instructors. No fewer than 
three, but no more than six, instructors will be selected to participate in phase four of the 
study.  The student participant sample is drawn from the enrollments of the participating 
instructors’ courses and students are invited to participate as well.  No fewer than three, 
but no more than ten, students will be selected for the study.  All participants remain 
anonymous and data collected is confidential.  Pseudonyms will be used in any data 
reported from the study and participants will be allowed to choose their own pseudonym.  
If no pseudonym is provided by the participant, one will be created by the researcher. 
Instrument.  The instrument for phase four of the research is a semi-structured 
interview protocol. This protocol contains nine primary questions with various sub-
questions designed to maintain and drive the conversation and may be found in Appendix 
D.  Interviews will take place with the participating instructors and students who 
participated within office hours during the final weeks of the course, or up-on the 
conclusion of the course. Instructor and student will be interviewed separately and are 
scheduled at the leisure of each participant. Interview will be conducted face-to-face, 
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when possible, or via a web-conferencing tool or voice-over-IP (VoIP) chat tool when in-
person communication is not an option.  
The interview protocol for each participant group is similar with adjustments to 
accommodate those who took the class and those who taught the class, or those who 
participated in office hours and those who utilized the framework to design office hours.  
The instructor protocol focused on evaluating the effectiveness of the design framework, 
the organization and delivery of office hours within an online class setting, and the 
effectiveness of the framework to address student barriers to participating in office hours.  
The student protocol focused on student perceptions of office hours in the class utilizing 
the framework, barriers students faced when participating or attempting to participate in 
office hours, and student perceptions of student-instructor interactions.   
Analysis.  A case study approach is used for the qualitative component of the 
sequential explanatory design to allow for implementation variance of the framework by 
participating instructors.  While the treatment is the same for all participants, the level 
and frequency of use may vary between instructors.  As such, each participating 
instructor’s implementation of the framework is treated as a separate case within the 
study with participating students interviews to determine the effectiveness of the 
implementation. 
Results of phase four will be organized and categorized using qualitative data 
analysis software.  This will include interview transcripts, any observational recordings 
of interviews, field notes, or other relevant materials collected during the study.  This 
software does not automate data analysis.  Rather, it allows the researcher to organize, 
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note, and tag various portions of interview to allow for categorization and pattern 
recognition as they emerge.  
Role of the Researcher 
I was the designer of the framework utilized by instructor participants of the study 
within their online courses.  I conducted the information seminar with instructor 
participants in phase three of the research and provided both instructor and student 
support in phase four of the research.  I also found and modified support materials for the 
technologies selected and used to conduct office hours with students in their courses. 
Summary 
This study is based on the ARCS Model of Motivational Design (Keller, 2010) 
and Social Information Processing Theory (Walther, 2015) to create a design framework 
for instructors to used when conducting office hours within their online classes.  The 
study uses a sequential explanatory mixed methods approach (Creswell, 2008) to first 
gather data that informs the design of the framework and then gathers data about the 
effectiveness of the framework.  Participants will include online students and instructors 
who teach online classes.  The quantitative component of the sequential explanatory 
design surveys the entire online student population at the institution where the study is 
being conducted. The qualitative component of the design allows instructors to self-select 
to be a part of the study and then uses purposive sampling to obtain student participants.  
Participant data on experiences, perception, attitudes, motivation, interactions, and 
knowledge will be collected via interview, observation, and document analyses.  The 
collected data will be organized, categorized, and analyzed in reference to the 
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foundations of the study to interpret the effectiveness of the framework and other 





CHAPTER IV – RESULTS AND DATA ANALYSIS 
Chapter IV examines the data gathered from both the quantitative and qualitative 
components of the sequential design.  This chapter is divided into two sections following 
the sequential methodology of the study. Each section will discuss the participants 
included within the section, the method of data collection during the phase of the 
research, and analysis of the data to address the research questions established at the 
beginning of the study. 
Quantitative Section 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of office hours 
conducted in fully online classes, identify the barriers or constraints that prevent students 
from attending office hours, and identify barriers or constraints that hinder the 
development of the student-instructor relationship during the practice of online office 
hours.  The research utilized a survey with five independent variables in determining the 
significance of student barriers to attending office hours and relationship development 
within office hours: Gender, Age, Student Status, Number of Online Classes Taken, and 
Prior Office Hours Attendance.  These same independent variables were used to assess 
respondent’s motivation to attend office hours using the ARCS Model of Motivational 
Design by John Keller (2010) as a measure.  However, only students who indicated prior 
office hours experience were allowed to participate in this section, as they were 
motivated to attend office hours at least once before. 
Research Questions 




1. What barriers are present for online students participating in office hours? 
2. Is there a relationship between online student-instructor interaction preferences 
and the number of online classes taken, class standing, or gender? 
3. Which subsection of the ARCS Model of Motivational Design do students feel is 
represented the least in current office hours practices? 
The research hypotheses for each research question are: 
H1:  A significant relationship exists between sample groups and student barriers to 
office hours attendance. 
H2:  A significant exists between sample groups and student interaction preference. 
H3:  A significant variance is found between the sample populations and a subsection 
of the ARCS model. 
Participant Sample and Descriptive Statistics 
 The sample for this study included the entire online student population at a 
university in the southeastern United States, which at the time of the study was 2,106 
students.  This population included graduate and undergraduate students, ages between 
18 and 65.  The institution offers 15 fully online undergraduate degree programs, 27 fully 
online graduate degree programs, and 6 fully online graduate certification programs.  
While the institution does offer additional hybrid programs, where the majority of classes 
are taught online but still requires students to attend campus for a certain number of 
classes, those programs and students have been omitted from the study. The student 
population for the study consisted of only those students enrolled within fully online 
programs. Of the 2,106 student surveyed, 401 students (19%) submitted the survey.  
Participants who did not complete the demographic section and at least one other 
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question group were eliminated from the results, leaving a participant sample of 349 
students.  Of those 349 respondents, 107 (30.7%) were male and 242 (69.3%) were 
female, 200 (57.3%) respondents were enrolled in graduate programs and 149 (42.7%) 
were enrolled in undergraduate programs, and 137 (39.3%) said they had attended some 
form of office hours, while 212 (60.7%) said they have never attended office hours with 
their instructors. The remainder of the descriptive data collected are found in Table 1, 
Table 2, and Table 3. 
Table 1  
Respondent Age 
Age Range (in years) # of Respondents Percentage 
18 to 22 23 6.6 
23 to 27 49 14.0 
28 to 32 56 16.0 
33 to 37 60 17.2 
38 to 42 54 15.5 
Over 42 years old 107 30.7 
 
Table 2  
Respondent Grade Level 
Grade Level # of Respondents Percentage 
Freshman 18 5.2 
Sophomore 18 5.2 
Junior 55 15.8 
Senior 58 16.6 






Table 3  
Number of Online Courses Completed 
# of Courses # of Respondents Percentage 
1 to 4 70 20.1 
5 to 9 78 22.3 
10 to 14 75 21.5 
15 to 19 35 10.0 
Over 20 courses 91 26.1 
 
Due to the amount of variance in the Grade Level demographic group, with the 
majority of that group reporting at the Graduate grade level, any analysis focusing on this 
demographic group will instead group respondents in terms of Undergraduate or 
Graduate students, thereby reducing the amount of variance within the demographic 
group. 
Data Analysis 
 A Chi-square Correlation analysis was performed to determine if a relationship 
exists between the demographic sample groups and questionnaire items related to 
common barriers to student office hours attendance found in the research (Cox & 
Orehovec, 2007; Edwards, 2009; Gaytan, 2015; Griffin et al., 2014; Guerrero & Rod, 
2013; Hong & Hu, 2012; Jaggars & Xu, 2016; Li et al., 2011; Li & Pitts, 2009; 
Lowenthal et al., 2017; Rienties et al., 2014; Smith et al., 2017). These results were used 
to address the first research question. 
 A second Chi-square Correlation analysis was performed to determine if 
relationships exist between the demographic sample groups and questionnaire items 
related to student interaction preferences with their instructor (Cox & Orehovec, 2007). 
These results were used to address the second research question. 
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 Finally, a one-way ANOVA analysis was used to compare the questionnaire items 
related the to the subsections of ARCS and the demographic sample groups to determine 
the extent to which the ARCS subsection elements are already present office hours 
practices, or which subsection may be underutilized in online office hours. These results 
were used to address the third research question. 
 Research Question #1.  What barriers are present for online students participating 
in office hours?  The questionnaire contains four statements related to four student 
barriers to attending office hours: Worth (Edwards, 2009; Griffin et al., 2014; Li et al., 
2011; Li & Pitts, 2009; Smith et al., 2017), Knowledge (Griffin et al., 2014; Smith et al., 
2017), Availability (Griffin et al., 2014; Guerrero & Rod, 2013; Hong & Hu, 2012; Li & 
Pitts, 2009; Lowenthal et al., 2017; Smith et al., 2017), and Approachability (Cox & 
Orehovec, 2007; Griffin et al., 2014; Guerrero & Rod, 2013; Hong & Hu, 2012; Rienties 
et al., 2014; Smith et al., 2017). These statements were encoded with an abbreviation of 
the barrier they addressed and a number indicating their relative position within the 
questionnaire.  These statements and encoding are found in Table 4. 
 Chi-square Correlations were used to analyze respondents’ level of agreement to 
each statement in relation to the demographic groups they fall within.  This analysis 
indicated whether a relationship existed between the barrier item and the sample group, 
the strength of that relationship, and the statistical significance of that relationship.  
A Chi-square Correlation analysis shows there is a negative relationship between 
Age and W1, r = -0.225, p < .001, and a Chi-square analysis identified this relationship as 




Table 4  
Questionnaire Items Related to Office Hours Barriers 
Code Statement 
W1 I would attend office hours more often if I got something out of it. 
W2 Office hours are too much work for not enough payoff. 
W3 An incentive system would entice me to come to office hours more often. 
W4 My instructors participated in our discussion rather than simply answering 
questions. 
KN1 I never know what to say when talking to my instructors. 
KN2 I feel office hours should only be used after I have exhausted every other 
source of information. 
KN3 Office hours should be used for academic issues only. 
KN4 My instructors are only knowledgeable about their subject matter or the 
department they work within. 
AV1 Office hours are usually scheduled when I am free. 
AV2 I usually have class or work obligations when office hours are provided. 
AV3 Instructors tend to vary office hours availability to accommodate a variety of 
students. 
AV4 Office hours are usually listed as TBD or “by appointment only” on my 
syllabus. 
AP1 I feel like I can easily approach my instructor with questions. 
AP2 I feel like I know my instructor a little better after each office hours visit. 
AP3 I am apprehensive about approaching my instructor with questions or 
problems. 
AP4 My instructor gives me the impression they “don’t have time” for my 
questions. 
 
Further analysis shows the majority of the 346 respondents who completed this indicated 
a neutral response to the statement (40.7%).  However, the results also show as Age 
increases, the level of disagreement with the statement also increases.  In the 18-22 age 
group, 56.5% of respondents indicated they Somewhat or Strongly Agreed with the 
statement.  This percentage of the agreement decreases as Age groups progress: 23-27 
(44.7%), 28-32 (25%), 33-37 (23.3%), 38-42 (29.6%), and Over 42 years of age (16.9%).  
Conversely, the amount of disagreement with the statement also increases as the Age 
 
112 
group progresses: 18-22 (26.1%), 23-27 (21.3%), 28-32 (25%), 33-37 (30%), 38-42 
(29.6%), and Over 42 years of age (42.5%). 
 A Chi-square Correlation showed there was a positive relationship between Office 
Hours Attendance and W2, r = 0.221, p < .001, and a Chi-square analysis identified this 
relationship as significant, x2 (4) = 24.838, p < .001.  Further analysis showed 
respondents who identified as not attending office hours tended towards a neutral 
response (43.8%) to the statement but the remainder of respondents largely disagreed 
(40.5%) with the statement rather than agreed (15.7%).  However, the majority of those 
who indicated as having prior office hours experience identified as disagreeing with the 
statement (65.4%), while only 12.5% of these respondents agreed. 
 A Chi-square Correlation showed there was a negative relationship between 
Office Hours Attendance and W4, r = -0.219, p < .001, and a Chi-square analysis 
identified this relationship as significant, x2 (4) = 39.855, p < .001.  Similar results were 
found to that of the previous analysis.  Of those respondents who indicated no prior office 
hours experience, the majority indicated a neutral response to the statement (43.3%), 43% 
indicated some level of agreement, and 13.7% indicated some level of disagreement.  Of 
those who indicated previously office hours experience, however, the majority (72.1%) 
identified as someone or strongly agreeing to the statement, with 14% indicating a neutral 
response, and the remainder indicating some level of disagreement (13.9%). 
 A Chi-square Correlation showed there was a positive relationship between 
Grad/Undergrad and AP2, r = 0.261, p < .001, and a Chi-square analysis identified this 
relationship as significant, x2 (4) = 27.007, p < .001.  Further analysis showed both 
student groups showed agreement with the statement, but the level of agreement in the 
 
113 
graduate group was much higher (54.6%) than the undergraduate group (27.7%).  The 
majority of the responses in the undergraduate group were neutral (64.8%). 
 A Chi-square Correlation showed there was a negative relationship between 
Grad/Undergrad and AP4, r = -0.185, p = 0.001, and a Chi-square analysis identified this 
relationship as significant, x2 (4) = 13.609, p = 0.009. Of the 346 respondents who 
reacted to this statement, 264 (76.3%) indicated some level of disagreement across both 
student groups.  The remainder of respondents indicated as neutral (14.4%) or some level 
of agreement (9.3%). 
 A Chi-square Correlation showed there was a negative relationship between Age 
and AP3, r = -0.238, p < .001, and a Chi-square analysis found this relationship to be 
significant, x2 (20) = 37.176, p = 0.011.  Further analysis found as Age groups progress, 
the level of disagreement with the statement increases: 18-22 (30.4%), 23-27 (51%), 28-
32 (63%), 33-37 (72.8%), 38-42 (72.2%), and Over 42 years of age (77.14%). 
 A Chi-square Correlation showed there was a negative relationship between 
Office Hours Attendance and AP2, r = -0.304, p < .001, and a Chi-square analysis found 
that relationship to be significant, x2 (4) = 74.043, p < .001.  Of the 344 responses to this 
statement, 208 of the respondents indicated as not having any office hours experience.  
The majority of these respondents indicated a neutral reaction to the statement (69.2%). 
Furthermore, of the respondents who indicated no office hours experience and did not 
indicate a neutral response, many of those respondents also agreed with the statement 
(26.4%), with very few respondents disagreeing with the statement (4.3%). 
Of the 136 respondents who indicated as having office hours experience, many of those 
respondents indicated some level of agreement with the statement (68.4%).  
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 The results indicated Worth and Approachability as potential barriers to online 
student attendance of office hours.  The analysis of Age and statement W1 illustrate a 
potential generational gap, where younger students may not view office hours to be as 
“valuable” as older students.  Prior experience with office hours also appears to influence 
whether respondents agreed or disagreed with statements concerning office hours’ worth.  
Approachability appeared to be a potential barrier across multiple demographic groups.  
Both graduate and undergraduate students indicated their instructors would make time for 
them, if needed, but the graduate student group indicated the development of a 
connection, either personal or functional, after each office hours visit. Prior office hours 
experience also seemed to elicit similar responses concerning student-instructor 
connection development.  Age appeared to have an effect on apprehension towards 
approaching an instructor during office hours, with younger students indicating a higher 
level of apprehension than older students.   
 Based on the results, office hours’ worth and instructor approachability appear to 
be barriers of online student attendance of office hours.  Therefore, the research 
hypothesis can be accepted because as a relationship exists between common student 
barriers to office hours attendance and the sample groups identified within this study. 
 Research Question #2.  Is there a relationship between online student-instructor 
interaction preferences and the number of online classes taken, class standing, or gender?  
The questionnaire contains statements pertaining to the Typology of Faculty-Student 
Interaction by Cox and Orehovec (2007).  The typology looks at five areas of student-
instructor interaction: Disengagement, Incidental Contact, Functional Interaction, 
Personal Interaction, and Mentoring (Cox & Orehovec, 2007). The questionnaire 
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contained three statements for each interaction type.  These statements were encoded 
with an abbreviation of the interaction they addressed and a number indicating their 
relative position within the questionnaire.  These statements and encoding are found in 
Table 5. 
Table 5  
Questionnaire Items Related to Student-Instructor Interaction 
Code Statement 
D1 I don’t need to interact with my instructor to do well in the course. 
D2 I want to complete the course as quickly as possible. 
D3 Interacting with other students in the course is a waste of time. 
I1 I like to know my instructor is a real person. 
I2 I find forced conversation with my instructor distracts me from completing 
course work. 
I3 I don’t have time to interact with people beyond a casual “hello”. 
F1 I like to receive feedback from my instructor. 
F2 I need to know my questions will be answered in a timely manner. 
F3 Students should keep their interaction with instructors “professional”. 
P1 I like to know the person who is teaching me. 
P2 I enjoy casual conversation with instructors. 
P3 I don’t like it when instructors say “they don’t have time” to talk with me. 
M1 I need to be able to “bounce” ideas off of my instructors. 
M2 I trust my instructor to give me advice. 
M3 I would like the ability to discuss non-class related issues, topics, or 
problem with my instructor. 
 
Again, a Chi-square Correlation analysis was used to determine if a relationship 
existed between the statements and respondent demographic groups, the strength of the 
relationships, and the statistical significance of the identified relationships.   
 A Chi-square Correlation showed there was a positive relationship between 
Gender and F2, r = 0.129, p = 0.005, and a Chi-square analysis identified this relationship 
as significant, x2 (3) = 15.166, p = 0.002. Further analysis showed both male and female 
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respondents agreed with the statement but more female respondents strongly agreed with 
the statement (72.4%) than male respondents (54.2%). 
 A Chi-square Correlation showed there was a negative relationship between 
Grad/Undergrad and D3, r = -0.234, p < .001, and a Chi-square analysis identified this 
relationship as significant, x2 (4) = 23.338, p < .001.  The majority of both groups 
indicated disagreement with the statement, but the level of disagreement was greater 
amongst the graduate students (78%) than the undergraduate students (55.9%).  There 
was also more agreement with the statement in the undergraduate group (25.2%) than 
there was in the graduate group (7.3%).  
 A Chi-square Correlation showed there was a positive relationship between 
Grad/Undergrad and P1, r = 0.179, p = 0.001, and a Chi-square analysis identified this 
relationship as significant, x2 (4) = 11.598, p = 0.021.  Similar to the previous results, the 
majority of both groups indicate agreement with the statement, but the graduate group 
shows more agreement (86.9%) than the undergraduate group (75.5%).  The 
undergraduate group also indicated more neutral (18.1%) and disagreement (6.4%) with 
the statement than the graduate group indicated. 
 A Chi-square Correlation showed there was a positive relationship between 
Grad/Undergrad and P2, r = 0.173, p = 0.001, and a Chi-square analysis identified this 
relationship as significant, x2 (4) = 11.361, p = 0.023.  Further analysis showed the 
majority of graduate respondents indicated agreement with the statement (70.7%), but the 
majority of undergraduate respondents indicated a neutral response to the statement 
(31.5%), with somewhat agree (30.7%) and strongly agree (23.8%) as the next highest 
indicated responses.  Overall, the combined agreement with the statement in the 
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undergraduate group is greater than percentage of respondents that indicated neutral, but 
the amount of neutral agreement/disagreement with the statement was unexpectedly high. 
A Chi-square Correlation showed there was a positive relationship between 
Grad/Undergrad and M1, r = 0.236, p < .001, and a Chi-square analysis identified this 
relationship as significant, x2 (4) = 22.500, p < .001.  The results of the correlation 
between Grad/Undergrad and M1 are similar to the results found between 
Grad/Undergrad and P1, with the majority both graduate (74.7%) and undergraduate 
(51.7%) groups agreeing with the statement, but more undergraduate respondents 
indicating neutrality (25.8%) or disagreement (22.5%) with the statement than graduate 
students.  The Chi-square Correlation between Grad/Undergraduate and M3, however, is 
slightly different.  The Chi-square Correlation showed a positive relationship, r = 0.152, p 
= 0.005, and a Chi-square analysis identified this relationship as significant, x2 (4) = 
9.593, p = 0.048.  The majority of graduate respondents indicated agreement with the 
statement (38.7%), with a similar number indicating disagreement (32.4%), and the 
remainder indicating neutral (28.9%).  However, the majority of undergraduate 
respondents indicated disagreement with the statement (43.4%), with a minority of this 
group indicating agreement (23.1%), and the rest indicating neutral (33.5%). 
 Finally, a Chi-square Correlation showed there was a negative relationship 
between Class Count and P2, r = -0.128, p = 0.019, and a Chi-square analysis identified 
this relationship as significant, x2 (16) = 26.877, p = 0.043.  Further analysis showed the 
majority of students across all groups indicated agreement with the statement: 1-4 
(64.6%), 5-9 (75.6%), 10-14 (63%), 15-19 (64.7%), Over 20 courses taken (54.5%).  
However, with the exception of the 15-19 group, the level of disagreement increased as 
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the groups progressed: 1-4 (4.6%), 5-9 (10.8%), 10-14 (15.1%), Over 20 courses taken 
(17%).  
 The results showed relationships existed between the specified demographic 
groups and student-instructor interaction statements from the questionnaire. Timely 
answers to student questions are important to both groups, but female respondents 
indicated the need for timely responses was greater than this need in male respondents.   
Both grad and undergrad respondents indicated interacting with their fellow 
students was not a waste of time, but this level of agreement was much less in 
undergraduate students, indicating the need to interact with other students in an online 
class is less important in an undergraduate program than it is a graduate program.  
Personal interaction was also important to both graduate and undergraduate respondent 
groups.  Both groups indicated they like to know their instructor is a “real person,” 
although this need is less among undergraduate students, and students from both groups 
enjoy causal conversation with their instructors. Again, the need for casual conversation 
is much less among undergraduate students than graduate students.  Graduate students 
also indicated a higher willingness to engage activities aligned with a mentoring than 
undergraduate students.   
Based on these results, the research hypothesis can be accepted as relationships 
between the specified demographic groups and online student-instructor interaction 
preferences exist. 
 Research Question #3. Which subsection of the ARCS Model of Motivational 
Design do students feel is represented the least in current office hours practices?  The 
questionnaire included an optional section for those students who indicated prior office 
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hours experience.  This section included a modified version of the short form Course 
Interest Survey (Keller, 2005).  The modifications adjusted the focus of the statements on 
the Course Interest Survey away from course work, procedures, and instructional 
materials, and towards office hours, office hours activities, or office hours perceptions.  
The statements in this section can be found in Table 6.  The coding for each statement 
follows the same coding structure used by Keller (2010) in the original Course Interest 
Survey.  
 Only students who indicated having prior office hours experience were presented 
this section of the questionnaire.  Of the 137 respondents who indicated prior experience, 
128 respondents completed the entire section.  A one-way ANOVA analysis was run to 
analyze the variance of each subsection of ARCS within each demographic group, except 
office hours experience.  While the analysis found several variances that were 
approaching significance, only one significant difference was observed.  The analysis 
found a significant difference between Gender and R23, F(1) = 4.531, p = 0.035.  
Planned contrasts were not needed as there were only two independent variables for the 
analysis, male and female.  The analysis showed significantly more females believed the 
statement to be somewhat true (31.7%) or very true (30.4%) compared to males 
(Somewhat True = 21.7%, Very True = 15.2%).  The distribution of male respondent 
responses was more representative of a normal distribution curve. Female respondent 
responses to this statement did not, with the distribution negatively skewed. No other 
significant differences between demographic groups and subsections of ARCS were 
observed.   
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Table 6  
Modified Course Interest Survey Statements 
Code Statement 
A21 I expected my instructors to do unusual or surprising things during office 
hours. 
A24 I expected my instructor to use a variety of communication methods for 
office hours. 
A29 I expected that my curiosity would be stimulated by the questions asked or 
content discussed during office hours. 
A4 The course had a lot of information about office hours, or examples of office 
hours, that captured my attention. 
R2 Things discussed during office hours were useful to me. 
R23 To accomplish my goals, it was important to interact with my instructor 
during office hours. 
R5 I expected that the instructor would make attending office hours seem 
important. 
R8 I did not see how attending office hours related to the course content or 
anything I already knew. 
C3 After attending office hours, I felt confident that I would do well in the 
course. 
C30 Attending office hours helped temper my perceived challenge level of the 
course: neither too hard or too easy. 
C6 I felt a person has to be lucky to get good grades in their course. 
C9 Whether or not I succeeded in this course was up to me. 
S14 I felt the amount of time or attention I received from the instructor during 
office hours was fair compared to other students. 
S19 I felt satisfied with what I got out of office hours. 
S32 I felt that I received enough recognition for attending office hours, by means 
of grades, comments, or other feedback. 
S33 I felt the amount of time available for office hours was appropriate for this 
type of course. 
 
 Based on the results, a significant difference was observed in the amount of 
variance between gender and statement R23 of the Course Interest Survey.  While this 
result does allow us to accept the research hypothesis, it does not help us address the 
research question.  The result only tells us female respondents view using office hours, or 
interacting with their instructors during office hours, as a tool to help them achieve their 
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goals within the course or improve their chances of achieving their goals within the 
course.   
Qualitative Section 
The second purpose of this study was to evaluate the effectiveness of an office 
hours design framework in addressing identified student barriers to attending office hours 
and enhance student-instructor interactions within online office hours.  The research 
questions addressed in this section are: 
1. How did the design framework influence the effectiveness of office hours within 
online courses? 
2. How did the design framework influence student-instructor interaction, and 
communication, during online office hours? 
3. What effect did the design framework have on student and faculty perceptions of 
office hours within online classes? 
This section begins with descriptions of the setting where the research took place, 
the environment in which the research occurred, the case structure of the study, a 
description of the participants, and a description of the coding system used to analyze the 
research.  The next section addresses the research questions in relation to data collected 
to participant interview responses.  These responses may help answer these questions and 
determine the effectiveness of the framework in creating a more effective method for 
office hours delivery, improve student-instructor interaction, or improve the student 






The research took place at a 4-year institution of higher education in the 
southeastern United States. Only students and instructors working in fully online classes 
were targeted as potential participants within the research.  For the purposes of the 
research, an online class was defined as a course that was held entirely in an online 
format. No course participants were required to attend any physical campus location, all 
communications were computer-mediated, all course and learning materials were stored 
within an online electronic learning management system, and any assessments or 
assessment items were submitted online through a learning management system.  Online 
classes taught through the institution could be facilitated synchronously or 
asynchronously, dependent upon the instructor preference and departmental policies for 
teaching online classes, but the instructors who participated in this study all conducted 
their class synchronously, or they held weekly live lectures through a web conferencing 
software. 
The faculty handbook for the institution does contain references to office hours, 
specifically, “Instructors of record are expected to be regularly accessible to students. 
They are required to post and maintain reasonable office hours, subject to the approval of 
directors and deans” (The University of Southern Mississippi, 2019, p. 16).  This 
expectation from the faculty handbook is listed under Responsibilities Related to 
Teaching within the handbook  The only other component of the faculty handbook 
related to contact hours with students relates to a formula used for institutional 
accreditation, where instructors are expected to maintain 37.5 hours of academic contact 
per course taught per semester (The University of Southern Mississippi, 2019). 
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Instructors may fulfill this contact requirement however they choose, but the handbook 
does allow for schools, colleges, or departments to implement additional policy 
pertaining to academic contact (The University of Southern Mississippi, 2019).  
Additionally, the only mention of online teaching practices mentioned within the 
document pertains to instructor evaluation (The University of Southern Mississippi, 
2019). 
Adjunct faculty, however, are handled differently by the institution regardless of 
teaching online or in-person.  The institution’s faculty handbook classifies adjunct 
faculty, or faculty that are teaching part-time to fulfill specific academic needs for the 
institution over a fixed period of time, as non-faculty academic personnel (The University 
of Southern Mississippi, 2019). Although an adjunct’s position within the university is 
clearly defined by the faculty handbook, the handbook also states, “all adjuncts remain 
outside the corps of instruction, do not qualify for faculty status or privileges” (The 
University of Southern Mississippi, 2019, p. 11). Because of this, it is unclear whether 
adjunct faculty must adhere to the office hours clause stated within the faculty handbook 
or any of the clauses listed under the faculty responsibilities section of the faculty 
handbook. 
The framework for the study was implemented within online classes at the 
university.  These classes were part of fully online programs or programs that are only 
taught in an online format.  While the faculty teaching the courses may also teach classes 
in a traditional face-to-face format, the students taking the classes are fully online 




Coding and Themes 
 The coding scheme used involved four stages: open coding, axial coding, 
category development, and recoding.  The open coding stage involved organizing 
participant interview responses in relation to the interview protocol and noting any 
themes that initially appeared during this organization. The axial coding step took the 
notes and organization from the open coding and created an initial set of categories from 





5. Interaction Preferences 
The category development stage used the information gathered from the previous 
two stages and how that data related to the research questions. Additional categories were 
added to identify areas within that data that were directly related to the framework, the 
implementation of the framework, or the use of the framework within the course. The 
barriers category was subdivided into facilitation barriers and interaction barriers, as two 
distinctly different reasons for not attending office hours were identified by student 
participants.  In addition, participants also identified facilitation and interaction related 
items or instances that reduced these barriers or make it easier to attend because the 
barrier was reduced or not present.  This was also reflected within the coding as positive 
and negative effects to the barrier.  Definitions and perceptions of office hours were 
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combined into a single category because coding overlaps and interaction preferences 
were subdivided into general course interactions and office hours related interactions. 
The final stage of the coding involved recoding the interview transcripts to reflect 
the new category and subcategories developed in the previous stage. The coding scheme 
used for data analysis is found below. 
1. Office Hours Defined 
a. Definition of - how respondents would define or describe office hours to 
someone else. 
b. Perceptions of - how respondents see office hours, perceive office hours, 
or would like office hours to be. 
2. Barriers - Anything that prevents, hinders, or dissuades someone from attending 
office hours. 
a. Facilitation Barriers - barriers related to the design, organization, or 
facilitation of office hours within an online class.  This also may relate to 
planned steps taken as part of the framework implemented within the 
class. 
i. Positive Effect - something that reduced the effect of the barrier, or 
the positive effect of the action related to the barrier minimized the 
barrier. In terms of office hours or student-instructor interaction, a 
positive effect is something that encouraged students to participate 
in office hour or interact with their professor. 
1. Opportunity – the availability of the instructor during 
timeframes where the student is also available, the 
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flexibility of the instructor to find common availability with 
the student, or the use of multiple communication 
technologies to interact with the student over the media 
best suited to the support type, or interaction type. 
2. Advertisement – continuous communication of reminders, 
updates, and instructions for attending office hours 
throughout the course. 
3. Setup/Structure – strategic planning and facilitating of 
office hours increase efficiency of use. 
ii. Negative Effect - something that confirmed or increased the effect 
of the barrier, the result of the action confirmed the existence of 
the barrier within the participants response, or the resulting action 
increased the effect of the barrier on the participant.  In terms of 
office hours or student-instructor interaction, a negative effect 
discouraged students from attending office hour or interacting with 
their instructor. 
1. Availability – the scheduling of office hours, the existence 
of office hours, or the inconvenience of office hours.  
Inconvenience included difficulties with scheduling one-
on-one office hours, locating office hours information, or 
locating the correct links for attending virtual office hours. 
2. Flexibility – the structure of office hours, whether it was a 
flexible environment or followed a strict set of rules, and 
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the ability of the instructor to use other computer-mediated 
communication tools to accommodate those who could not 
attend office hours or chose not to attend. 
3. Use – how office hours were utilized by students or the 
instructor within the course, knowledge and perceptions 
about office hours, and the efficiency in which the tool was 
used. 
b. Interaction Barriers - barriers that result from the interaction between two 
or more people, the lack of interaction available, the approachability of an 
individual, or the how the interaction was facilitated. 
i. Positive Effect - something that reduced the effect of the barrier, or 
the positive effect of the action related to the barrier minimized the 
barrier. In terms of office hours or student-instructor interaction, a 
positive effect is something that encouraged students to participate 
in office hour or interact with their professor. 
1. Approachability – the demeanor, personality, or 
conversational style that affected the participants’ 
perception of the instructor. 
2. Outreach – the frequency, method, and style of sending 
information and invitations to students by instructors. 
3. Structure – the rules, methods, and routines established by 
an instructor within a course to help students communicate 
effectively with their instructor. 
 
128 
4. Interaction – how an instructor conducts themself during 
the student-instructor interaction.   
ii. Negative Effect - something that confirmed or increased the effect 
of the barrier, the result of the action confirmed the existence of 
the barrier within the participants response, or the resulting action 
increased the effect of the barrier on the participant.  In terms of 
office hours or student-instructor interaction, a negative effect 
discouraged students from attending office hour or interacting with 
their instructor. 
1. Approachability – the demeanor, personality, or 
conversational style that affected the participants 
perception of the instructor. 
2. Apprehension – a perception, action, or instinct that 
discourages student-instructor interaction. 
3. Interaction – how an instructor conducts themself during 
the student-instructor interaction.  
4. Facilitation – the method in which the instructor holds, 
conducts, or instigates student-instructor interaction. 
3. Improvements - areas of office hours where respondents felt improvements could 
be made, or “how would you make office hours better.” 
4. Interaction Preferences - how someone prefers to interact with another person, or 
group of people, within an online class. 
a. Student Interaction Preferences 
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b. Instructor Interaction Preferences 
5. Related to Framework - responses that directly relate to a part of the framework 
implemented, related to something instructors did during the implementation of 
the framework, or relate to a concept/component/element within the framework. 
Participants Overview 
 Three instructors agreed to participate in the study.  Each instructor participant 
possessed different teaching and learning experiences with online classes, each taught in 
a different academic program, and each used different amounts of the design framework 
within their course.  Because of this, each instructor participant’s implementation of the 
framework will be analyzed as a separate case.  Pseudonyms will be used for these 
participants for the remainder of the document.   
 Eleven students from classes taught by the three instructors also volunteered to be 
a part of the study. The number of respondents per instructors’ course are not consistent, 
but each case contains at least two student respondents.  These student respondents vary 
in terms of age, sex, office hours experience, academic experience, and experience with 
online education.  Each participant’s responses were analyzed in relation to their case and 
any commonalities observed between cases may also be discussed.  However, first each 
participant will be briefly introduced in the order they were interviewed (see Table 7). 
These introductions include how the participant defines office hours and any personal 





Table 7  
Participant Demographic Information 
Case Name Role Sex Race 
Case 1 Jack Faculty Male Caucasian 
 Frank Student Male Caucasian 
 Kelly Student Female Caucasian 
 Hannah Student Female Caucasian 
 Gabe Student Female Caucasian 
 Morgan Student Male African American 
Case 2 Joanne Adjunct Instructor Female Caucasian 
 Alex Student Female African American 
 Marie Student Female Caucasian 
Case 3 Jane Faculty Female Caucasian 
 Ali Student Female Caucasian 
 Sam Student Female Caucasian 
 Lori Student Female Caucasian 
 
 Jack. Jack is an associate faculty member at the university and currently teaching 
graduate level classes.  Students who take his classes may be pursuing masters or 
doctoral level degrees.  Jack started working in higher education in 1996, working 
predominantly with face-to-face students.  Jack started teaching online format classes in 
2010, not for the university where he currently teaches. Jack defined office hours as: 
I just think it should be an opportunity to have a connection with the students. To 
let them know that somebody is present. To give them an opportunity to have 
their questions and concerns answered. But more or less, just to let them feel the 
presence of the instructor and have that security, or the feeling of security, that 
there is someone that cares about what they're doing and who they can go to. And, 




Jack goes on to say that office hours have not changed much since he started 
teaching, even in an online format. “It's always been basically the same kind of thing, 
except we've added a few nuances of late, but we're just trying to get ahold of [students] 
or give students’ an opportunity to have their questions addressed. To go over fine points 
of the course with them to eliminate confusion.”  As to the faculty handbook’s 
requirement of office hours as a faculty responsibility related to teaching, Jack indicated 
he was not aware of such a requirement. “It didn't used to be. If it is now, I can't 
remember whether it is or not. I know it's strongly encouraged…Are there mandatory 
guidelines? No, they're all presented as suggestions, but suggestions you probably want 
to follow.” Jack further indicated he was not aware of any written policy from his 
department or institution that dictated how often he was required to hold office hours or 
the format of the office hours.  He did, however, feel that some sort of documentation for 
conducting office hours online would be helpful. 
I think there should be some guidelines on how to do it. I hate setting numbers for 
that because every course and every topic is different…Should it be mandatory? 
You know, what I find is if you make people do things, they might do it. They 
might not. They might resent it. That's one part. The other part is if, and I think it 
depends on how it's handled, I think a newer instructor and newer facilitator 
professor will probably be more amiable to that being part of their onboarding in 
their training than somebody that's been around a long time and hasn't left the 
campus or the institution. So, that's something to deal with. Personally, I'm OK 
with it being mandatory. Just, if you make it mandatory, give me some guidelines 
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and tell me how we're tracking it and what the expectations are, and I can take 
care of that.  
 Frank. Frank is an alumnus of the university who has come back to obtain a 
graduate degree.  He obtained his undergraduate degree from the institution in 1985 and 
has worked for various public law enforcement organizations until last year, when he 
returned to the university as an employee.  Frank is in a master’s level program and has 
had no prior online learning experience before returning to the university.  At the time of 
the interview, Frank had completed his fifth online class. In terms of office hours, Frank 
viewed them in terms of a face-to-face structure, even when taking online classes. 
Obviously, you can go to knock on the professor’s door. You know, they might 
post [their] office hours. You can go and sit down at across the desk from them 
and talk to them. For online classes, that may be problematic, especially...I'm on 
[one] campus and say [My Instructor] is on the on [another] campus. And so, I 
won't have to drive down there, I can access him through his online portal such as 
Go To Meetings or Microsoft Teams. I think it's a necessity for professors to offer 
them. But, I have rarely a utilized them. I think there's some students that 
probably want them and need them, so yeah, I do see the value…Sometimes 
instructors attempt to spell everything out, but sometimes because those words 
can be interpreted differently, there needs to be a way to clarify what the 
professor means by that. 
 In terms of an office hours requirement, Frank indicated some mixed feelings.  He 
did not feel office hours attendance should be required for students.  He did feel faculty 
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should be required to offer office hours, but he declined to address the format he believe 
those office hours should follow.   
Some of these academics that write, or some of the folks that write these books, 
say "well, surely everybody understands this" and it's kind of hard…they'll try to 
explain it, but unless you've been there you may not understand the emotional 
impact that someone might have. A person just may not quite get it and that they 
need to have that interaction. I don't think, you know, a textbook [publisher] is 
probably going to go to the masses and say, "Hey if 80% of the folks get it, that's 
good enough for us," but that 20% might need that interaction with the professor. 
 Kelly. Kelly is a former undergraduate student at the university but she finished 
her undergraduate degree at another institution. She has returned to the university to 
pursue a graduate degree.  Kelly is in her second semester in the program, and she has 
prior online learning experience from her time at other institutions, but this is her first 
time taking graduate courses in an online format. In all, Kelly indicated she had taken at 
least nine classes in a completely online format. Currently, Kelly is working as an 
educator in a K-12 institution located outside of the United States. 
In terms of office hours, Kelly defined them very succinctly.  “I would say that it's 
a set time when [students] can drop in and ask questions or [get] some clarification on 
assignments, or maybe concepts that you don't understand.” Offering time was less of a 
factor to Kelly due to her physical location and time zone constraints compared to the 
location of the university.  Format, however, was not.  When asked if Kelly felt office 
hours could be held asynchronously, or through a format that did not required both 
parties to be communicating simultaneously, she responded,  
 
134 
Well, then it wouldn't really be office hours. I guess, I mean, it technically would 
because you could send them an email during that [designated office hours time] 
and you would get a response, you know that could work. But, it just for me it's it 
goes back to personalization. I like the, you know, just that little bit of interaction. 
However, she still felt that office hours were an important part of online classes in any 
format. 
I think it's good for your workload and teachers’ workloads as well, to have the 
virtual office hours or whatever kind of office hours. It's a little bit difficult for me 
sometimes because the office hours are usually when I'm sleeping, but I think 
overall it's a very good practice for the professors to have. 
Kelly declined to say whether she felt office hours should be required or not.  She 
did indicate how important she felt office hours were to online classes though.  
Even when I was in university a long time ago, before we had online classes, I 
would go to office hours just kind to be like "Hey professor, you know who I 
am.” So, if I'm like right on the edge of a grade, [the professor] might be like “Oh, 
well she came to see me” and whatever. But, I think, especially for online classes, 
because you don't have that interaction with the lecturer, or being in class, or even 
having some synchronous lessons online or anything like that, it is important for 
the office hours, because otherwise how do you personalize learning in a way. I 
think that online learning is very social. You know, like that's what the 
discussions are for. That's where you have the back-and-forth discussions and 
respond to your peers and stuff like that. So, if you don't have that component, 
you know, how do you get a feel for the class? 
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 Hannah. Hannah has been a student at the university since 2015. She earned her 
undergraduate degree and master’s degrees from the university, both of which were 
obtained online. Hannah is now in a doctoral degree program, which is also an online 
program.  She admitted she did not know the exact number of online classes she has 
completed but admitted it was in excess of 30 between the two degrees she has already 
completed and the program she is currently in. 
 In terms of office hours, Hannah admitted her experiences with them have been 
mixed.  Her definition and perception of office hours draws upon her entire experience as 
an online student, not just the course she was in for this interview. 
Well, every professor is different. There is no commonality between them at all. 
It's much easier in the in the upper-level classes than it is in the undergrad classes. 
In my lower-level classes, in my undergrad classes, you didn't really get the 
feeling that [professors] wanted to talk to you very much. So, I think as you got 
up into the graduate level classes, office hours were more on your need, when you 
needed them. I do like how Professor Jack does it and he's one of the first ones 
I've seen do it like that, where he has office hours every week or every other week 
and you can participate or not participate. Oftentimes, even if I didn't have 
anything, I wanted to talk to him about, I would go there and listen to what other 
people were asking and I thought that was really helpful.  I've had no other 
professor reach out and say, "hey I'm available at this time." Or you know the 
most of my professors in my graduate courses have been spot on as far as anytime 
I have text or email, I get a reply almost always within a couple hours. And so, if 
that's what you're calling office hours… 
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In terms of requirement, Hannah did not feel students should be required to attend office 
hours. She did feel instructors should be required to hold office hours but not in the way 
they had been doing previously. Previously meaning a “traditional” format where an 
instructor makes themselves available for specific blocks of time periodically throughout 
a week. 
I personally can't stand that. I'm not OK with the designated time, like I have to be 
there every Tuesday from 7 to 9. If I had that flexibility in my schedule I probably 
wouldn't be doing online classes, so that makes it hard to meet…I think that if you 
are an online professor, you should obviously have your limits of when you're 
going to work and when is your personal life, but I think you need to be available 
from 8-5, or whatever is reasonable, and these office hours for two hours for three 
days a week I think are very outdated for online classes.  
 Gabe.  Gabe earned her bachelors and master’s degrees online from another 
institution of higher education before enrolling in a doctoral program at the university.  
She indicated a portion of her undergraduate program and her entire master’s program 
were completely online, as is her doctoral program. In all, Gabe indicated she has 
completed nearly 30 fully online classes between the two institutions.  At the time of the 
interview, she had completed four online courses at the university.  In terms of office 
hours, Gabe defined it as, 
An opportunity to ask questions, get feedback and again, depending on the 
format, if it's office hours, you know just specifically you can have it with you in 
the instructor…I guess in my mind, office hours are more like a scheduled time. 
Availability and access that you had to the professor from this time to this time. 
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Only [my professor] and I believe [another professor at the university] had offered 
opportunities [that were] office hours, where you could schedule individual ones. 
But, [my professor] also had sessions where everybody can attend and you can 
kind of hear everybody else's' questions in an unstructured format. I think that is 
very, very beneficial as an online student, it's like the closest thing you get to the 
classroom…It gives you the opportunity, because I could send that question in an 
email. I get a response and you know there's not a back and forth. But, I think if 
you have a conceptual question then he's gonna give me a response that is going 
to solicit more questions. Or, at the minimum seeking clarification, right. So, I 
think that having an opportunity to actually discuss it makes it more efficient than, 
in my case I retain it better that way by talking and having a conversation. 
Gabe also had some strong opinions about office hours being required. She felt 
that instructors should be required to hold office hours in online classes. She felt that 
students should be required to attend at least one office hours session within the class. 
But, she also has some strong opinions about what those required office hours should be 
and what they should not. 
[In another instructors class, at a different institution, he] had specific things he 
wanted to share. Me personally, I think that particular format was more like 
synchronous learning, almost because it was mandatory there was a preconceived 
idea what was being presented. It wasn't an open forum. To me, office hours 
would be more of an open forum that you would have the opportunity for whether 
it was a collective group or individually. The purpose is to benefit the student, 
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right. The purpose to me is not for the instructor to make up instruction 
instructional time. 
Morgan. Morgan’s background is a bit different from other respondents.  Morgan 
has a military background, earned his bachelor’s degree at another institution, retired 
from the military, and is enrolled in a master’s program at the university.  None of 
Morgan’s bachelor’s degree was online. All of Morgan’s master’s program is online, 
which he insisted was an entirely new experience for him. At the time of the interview, 
Morgan had completed eight online classes.  In terms of office hours, Morgan defined 
them as,  
I'll say it's a chance interact with your professor, to be able to ask questions if you 
have questions, especially about any work assignments, any of the How-To's. I 
think that there's going to be times when someone needs to speak to an instructor 
about something. There's gonna be times over the course of study. It's gonna be a 
time where we need to get some stuff and get an understanding of something. I 
applaud the instructors who attempt it. I think that it is an awesome idea, for 
especially online format, to have office hour. 
Morgan went on to indicate he did not feel office hours should be required on 
either side, students or instructors, but he also thought instructors should still do them.  
When asked if he thought an instructors refusal to hold office hours would affect his 
perceptions of the instructor or the class, Morgan said, “It would. It would affect my 
perception [of them], I believe.”  He went on to indicate that office hours did not mean 
communication to him, and that if an instructor did not want to hold office hours, they 
should still communicate with their students. 
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 Joanne. Joanne is an adjunct instructor in a graduate program at the university. 
She has students in both master’s and doctoral programs within her online classes. She 
recently finished her own doctoral degree and, at the time of the interview, she had taught 
her second fully online class at the university.  Joanne went on to say the classes she has 
taught were synchronous online classes because that is how the department mandates 
online classes be taught, and she prefers teaching synchronous online classes to 
asynchronous classes.  In terms of office hours, Joanne defined them as, 
As an opportunity for students to drop in and out of the allotted time frame to get 
assistance, to ask questions about the class or assignments, to get information kind 
of in real time, because our classes are only two hours a week. There's a little bit 
of time during class to answer questions, but sometimes students want that 
personalized attention, so I think that for me, office hours are that opportunity to 
get students the one-on-one time that they want, so that it's not always done via 
email. Which is kind of a benefit for a lot of students. A lot of students can always 
convey what they want to say in email, and it does provide for an instant 
response. I would prefer that students came to office hours in lieu of the emails 
that I tend to get because for whatever reason, [the classes I have taught] seem to 
be very emailed focused, where it's sometimes 7 or 8 emails from one student in a 
matter of an hour or two. I wish ideally that office hours would be a time where 
they would use that in space of the repeated emails. I know most instructors and 
professors offer regularly every week [office hours], and I know that a lot of the 
time they just spend that time sitting in their office and nobody comes. So, I think 
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that's pretty ineffective. But, overall I like the idea of office hours but maybe 
we're relying on the too much in a normal face to face capacity. 
As an adjunct professor, Joanne is in the interesting situation where she is not 
technically required to hold office hours.  She also admitted to conferring with another 
adjunct instructor at the university who she knows through completing her own doctoral 
work.  This other instructor has been working as an adjunct at the university longer than 
Joanne, refuses to hold office hours, and conducts all her communication with students 
through email.  Joanne reacted to that information by saying, “I think it's a little 
dangerous actually, because I think there's so many benefits to [office hours]. I think that 
they don't want to put that on adjuncts, but that doesn't mean that we shouldn't do it.” 
Joanne did not think office hours were something that should be required for students to 
attend, but she did think instructors, adjuncts or otherwise, should be required to do 
“something” with office hours. 
It is something that I wasn't sure at first if I was going to do, I had kind of put on 
the backburner because I didn't know if they would need it. But when I saw how 
many questions were coming up in the level of interest in them, I frankly asked 
my class, "Do you guys want a chance outside of normal class hours to talk about 
papers to talk about these things?" And the response was pretty positive, so I 
offered them. That's what they needed, so I did it…The reality is not everyone 
wants to, or needs to, or can [attend office hours]. If they're not just an automatic 
check box to fill, which is how I think most instructors see them, doesn't have be 
a lot, but I think it would help the connectivity with the students. 
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Alex. Alex was in her first semester of an online doctoral program at the 
university.  She also earned her bachelor’s degree from the university but obtained her 
master’s degree from a different institution.  Her bachelor’s program was a traditional 
face-to-face program, but her master’s degree was obtained fully online.  At the time of 
the interview, Alex indicated she had completed between 14 and 18 online classes 
between her master’s degree and the doctoral program she is enrolled in.  In terms of 
office hours, Alex defined them as,  
An opportunity that instructors gives to answer any questions. To you know, 
provide support to students and is it is an open door. It's an opportunity to get 
help. It's more of what the students make of it because, in office hours, the 
instructors are available to students and so it's gonna be up to the student to decide 
what they want to get out of it. What you put in or what you want to get out of it 
is what you will get out of it. 
In regard to requirements, Alex felt that instructors should be required to hold 
office hours but students should not be required to attend, or the practice could be 
optional for students but not optional for instructors. When asked to clarify her positions 
on these requirements, Alex said pertaining to students, “we're all adults, so I think we 
should be held accountable for our own actions. So, if someone needs extra help, they 
should take responsibility for themselves.”  She went onto explain her feelings about 
students translated to both undergraduate and graduate student populations.  Pertaining to 
instructors, Alex indicated the availability of the instructor was her main point about 
requiring office hours for instructors. 
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It just shows that they are available. I know that sometimes people may not drop 
in, but at least just having that availability. I think for some people you know they 
hear about the office hours but saying "hey, I'm having office hours at this time 
this day. If you have questions about this assignment" then people feel like it's an 
event that they're trying to attend rather than thinking "OK, I have this resources if 
I ever needed it. Whenever I want to, I'll just, you know, use that resource." 
 Marie. Marie’s background is also a bit different from other student respondents 
of the study.  Marie is an instructor at a different institution of higher education.  She is 
enrolled in a doctoral program at the university and, at the time of the interview, she had 
completed two online courses, which were the first online courses she had taken.  Marie 
admits that she has been on both sides of office hours but would try to limit her responses 
to her experiences with office hours as a student.  Marie defined office hours as “an 
opportunity when the professor is available for specific questions or general discussion, 
or just sort of engagement and interaction.”  She did not specify how or where these 
interactions should take place, but Marie did express strong feelings towards instructors 
who try to use email communications as their office hours. 
I think that there's a lot that can be achieved by email, but I think the complete 
elimination of the opportunity to have the more organic discussion. I think things 
come out in discussion that are just not going to come out in email. So, you know, 
I think email can be an important step and can work for a lot of the issues but I 
don't think that email serves the need completely. 
Concerning required office hours is where Marie drew upon her experiences as a 
higher education instructor.  At her institution, office hours are required by both students 
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and instructors for accreditation.  These office hours were required to be held face-to-face 
and, according to Marie, “the running joke with our faculty is if you want to get anything 
done, just schedule office hours.”  Marie never gave an opinion on whether office hours 
should be required, but she did go on to talk about office hours policy and how she felt 
requirements should be fulfilled, if they were required. 
I think the goals of office hours are different even when your instruction is 
incredible and off the charts. For one thing, your teaching style, even if your 
instruction will be rated excellent by 99%, may not match with all your students 
learning preferences or learning styles. And so, I think office hours, regardless of 
the level instruction, are a necessary addition and part of the process. Now, are 
office hour static or are office hours a timesheet so that I can say "I've engaged 
with students for six hours this week. I'm out. Thanks for coming." When it's a 
timesheet, you don't control necessarily how students use office hours. So, if I had 
weeks where nobody asked me a question, is that gonna look bad for me in my 
evaluation? Or, when I fill out my goals and objectives forms, or whatever, to say 
if I had to report how many office hours were utilized, you know that's out of the 
control of the professor.  
Marie finished her explanation by clarifying her position on required office hours by 
suggesting any policy that requires office hours should include a set number of hours to 
be held throughout the semester, but the policy should also not require instructors to 
provide documentation of fulfillment of the requirement. 
Jane. Jane is an associate professor at the university and has been teaching in 
higher education for approximately eight years. She said most of the online experience 
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she had before the COVID-19 pandemic was with hybrid classes, where students would 
attend in-person lectures and complete supplemental course activities online through a 
learning management system. Since the pandemic, she has been teaching synchronous 
online classes, where students attend a weekly virtual lecture through a web conferencing 
product and use a learning management system to house all course materials and 
activities related to the course.  In her work at the university, Jane teaches both graduate 
and undergraduate classes, which she admits may alter her answer concerning office 
hours perceptions and definitions, as undergraduate and graduate students tend to have 
different needs.  Jane defined office hours as, “Consistent availability to meet with 
students to talk about their concerns or to discuss class assignments, issues or even 
program advisement type questions.”  She clarified her definition with, 
When I say consistent availability, it doesn't mean that I'm logging into [the web 
conference software] and waiting for people to show up always. It means that they 
can periodically plan to have topical times where the [web conference software] 
chats or the office hours are kind of planned, but then also just being available. 
So, if they message me or message me in [the LMS] and say, "hey, I've got this 
question on, about this assignment, or I'm really struggling right now because I 
don't have a computer, and the hurricane, etc.," then I can then say, "OK, well, 
scheduled an appointment. We can hop on [the web conference software] and let's 
talk about talk, you through it." I think it's very necessary and, in my own 
experience, it's easier for me, or I'd rather be proactive and be available for an 
online meeting. I'd much rather put in the work ahead of time to direct them 
 
145 
toward the on the right path and help them figure out like the outline of what they 
need to think about. 
In terms of requirements, Jane indicated that she was required by her department 
to set aside at least 10 hours per week for office hours purposes for any/all classes she 
may be teaching each semester. She was unsure of where the specific number of hours 
came from and she is fairly certain the specific number is not documented in any official 
policy, but she did say, “I just know that I've been told that since I got to [the university]. 
So, that 10-hour requirement is a minimum requirement for at least our school.”  Jane did 
clarify she felt students should not be required to attend and any policy requiring office 
hours should not apply face-to-face requirements to online classes. 
I think that the 10-hours being in in my seat at my desk with [a web conference 
software] open is not realistic. I believe I spent 10-hours this semester answering 
emails, answering questions, and doing those office hours, likely. But it's hard to 
track because you know it may be 9:00 o'clock at night when I'm answering an 
email, or it may be early in the morning when I'm answering an email, or maybe 
late at night when I send that announcement. Usually [virtual office hours] or 
within that normal time period, but they have occurred after 5:00 o'clock for 
students who are working and going to school. So that has been available. But if 
we stick to that 10-hour requirement of being in my office so that same 
requirement is face-to-face, then technically that wouldn't be counted of me, right. 
And, the trust in the relationship that I'm building in that online world is much 
more than what I have experience just sitting in my office for 10 hours. 
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Jane went on to clarify her position, given how she defined office hours by saying, “I 
think they should be a mix between synchronous and asynchronous. That email should be 
included as part of that Office Hour description and instructors understanding of what 
office hours are. But, email should not the sole communication tool for office hours.” 
 Ali. Ali is enrolled in a master’s degree program at the university and has taken 
classes at the full-time graduate level for four semesters.  At the time of the interview, Ali 
has completed 12 online classes within her program.  She earned her bachelor’s degree at 
a different institution, where she took some online classes but could not remember an 
exact number. Ali also emphasized that she is working full-time while she is completing 
her master’s degree at the university.  She defined office hours as, 
It’s just an availability thing, when the professor provides us with those solid 
hours of like “I'm available to you from this time to this time” and I know I can 
see those professors that those times. Having those solid hours locked out helps 
me build my schedule. I don't expect my professors to be having a lot open that 
we could just jump into [an office hour], but just knowing that time is built into 
their schedule that I can email them and say "hey, I'm having problems with XYZ, 
can I meet with you.” 
When discussing whether office hours should be required or not, Ali indicated 
some mixed feelings.  She felt that office hours should be required for instructors, 
undergraduate students should be required to attend office hours, and graduate students 
should not.  For instructors, Ali felt,  
I think [office hours] should be built into their schedule. It shouldn't be something 
that's "in addition to their job," like, “oh, you're not compensated for this.” It 
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should be built into their job description of like "you teach this many courses and 
you should have this many office hours to accommodate those courses. 
Ali’s feelings towards student requirements of office hours seemed to stem from her 
experiences in her undergraduate degree program, specifically with problems she had 
understanding how her previous institution worked or who she could go to for help. 
I feel like if I would have been forced to [attend office hours] in an undergrad I 
may have done better in my undergrad, because I would have been more 
comfortable to reach out during those office hours. Whereas in Graduate School, I 
use those office hours because I know I need them. Like, I need to be vocal with 
my professors, I need to be talking with them and working through whatever 
problems. I think office hours are almost the independent practice of an explicit 
instruction, like asking those questions on an independent level to get 
clarification. The things that can't be replaced by just lecturing better, because 
there may be gaps in the instruction that I have. 
 Sam. Sam is an undergraduate student at the university. She is in her second 
semester of the program, but she transferred into the university from a junior college 
where she had some experience with online classes.  At the time of the interview, Sam 
indicated she had completed nine fully online classes in total.  She defined office hours 
as, 
An open space where it's just you and the professor and you ask them basically 
anything or could tell them anything that they need to know, or you want them to 
know, about the curriculum, mainly dealing with the curriculum of the class. Like 
if you have a question about something you talked about today in class, then that's 
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how the office hours will go. I like office hours because I'm the type of student 
who asks for, like, reassurance. Like, if a teacher mentioned something in class, 
then I want to make sure that I comprehend the skill well before you know I try to 
go out and teach it or do the work on my own. 
Sam differed from other student respondents of the study by indicating she felt 
office hours should be required by both students and instructors.  Students should be 
required to attend office hours because,  
That would save the professor time. Especially if the student is having trouble 
or…I don't know how to say it, but I will say yes. They should attend at least one 
office hour session because you never know they might like it and come back for 
more.  
Sam’s feelings towards required office hours for instructors stemmed from her 
experiences with another class and professor at the university. She did go on to clarify the 
professor in her example was not the one teaching the class for the case in this study. 
Yes, they should, especially with online classes. OK, the classes that I consider 
online are the classes that I don't have [synchronous sessions]. Like, never met the 
teacher at all, like a couple teachers I have never met. So, with those classes, I 
think that sometimes, the perfect example. [I had one professor who I have] never 
heard from. I googled her on rate my professor. She has all good reviews, or 
whatnot. The last assignment that she gave us was an assignment that we had to 
turn into [another online platform]. Well, she is not the only teacher that teaches 
this subject, so I asked another student who has a different teacher for the same 
class, "Hey, did y'all have this assignment? If so, how do you do it" because her 
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instructions were so vague, like they were missing big chunks of steps on how to 
do the assignment. So, if she would have had office hours, I think that I could ask 
them exactly "what do you require on this assignment and how can I go about 
doing it so that I can make a good grade." Either way, office hours are something 
that I think should be required just in case the student has questions. I know that 
with being a professor you have to make time for office hours, like with [my 
professor]. She had our class and then another class back-to-back. And then on 
Mondays, she had a class that went from 5:00 to 9:00, if I'm not mistaken. So, 
during her break from 12:15 to 5:00 o'clock, I feel like she should have set aside a 
little bit of time, you know, to do office hours. Not saying that she didn't do it. 
Just using her as an example. 
 Lori. Lori is in a fully online undergraduate program at the university. She is 
taking classes full-time and working full-time. At the time of the interview, Lori had just 
completed her first semester in the program. She transferred into the university from a 
junior college where she did complete some online courses.  In all, Lori indicated she had 
completed seven online courses.  She defined office hour as, 
To me, it says "I'm in the room. Anytime you want to drop by, you can come in 
and I'll help you out." To me, when I hear office hours, that's [the professor 
saying] “I'm in the office and that's when I can handle everything. Make an 
appointment.” I like the idea of knowing that if I need to help, it is there. Probably 
very inconvenient for the teachers, just sitting there waiting on students to come 
into the room. 
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In terms of office hours, Lori was the only respondent who indicated a division 
between online classes and face-to-face classes. Like other respondents, she felt that 
instructors should be required to hold office hours, but she also indicated that only 
students in online classes should be required to attend office hours. 
As an older student, I say older, but when I first started going to [community 
college] way back when, they didn't have any online classes, and then when I 
started back up in 2017, I only took one or two just because they made me 
nervous. I'm one of those. I like to get in there and hands-on kind of a thing. So, 
for me, not to be able to see a teacher and talk to a teacher, that makes me 
nervous. [One of my professors] stressed the importance of [office hours 
sessions], but they weren't mandatory. She basically was like "look, these really 
will benefit you, so." She made them seem like they were mandatory but not 
mandatory. I think if they were mandatory, I would have used them more. 
Lori went on to indicate she was the type of student who preferred stability. When 
asked if Lori thought online instructors should hold office hours in a common format or 
should all be following the same policy for office hours delivery, she said, “For me 
personally, I would kind of wish that they were set up a certain way. 
Case Overview 
The framework was setup so instructors could choose the elements that worked 
best for them, their class, and their style.  Some elements of the framework are required 
but it was up to the instructor to determine the amount of the framework to be utilized 
within their course. This section discusses how the framework was used by each 
instructor.  Because of the variability of use by each instructor, this discussion is 
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organized by cases.  Each instructor was assigned to a specific case and the use of these 
cases will continue throughout the data analysis and results section. 
Case 1. Case 1 includes the course taught by Jack. Jack planned on using the 
framework for office hours in his class before the semester.  He used the entire 
framework including the audience analysis, course interaction analysis, and planned 
tactics worksheet (see Appendix E).  The goals set by Jack were, 1) increase office hours 
attendance and 2) increase repeat performances, or to increase the number of students 
who attended multiple office hours sessions.  However, Jack used the planned tactics 
worksheet as a brainstorming tool rather than a guide to follow.  He did follow a great 
many of the tactics he selected, but he admitted he did not use them all.  Office hours in 
his class were planned weekly, scheduled at popular times identified from student survey 
results, and provided office hours synchronously through the same web conference 
software used for weekly synchronous lectures.  Jack was also the only instructor in the 
study to establish some “rules” for his office hours, which was one of the tactics he chose 
to use.  Specifically, Jack has a 15-minute rule for his synchronous office hours where if 
no one attended the session within the first 15-minutes, he would close the session.  
However, he admitted and told his students that he would stay in the session as long as 
the questions kept coming, even if the scheduled time period had passed. 
Jack also used alternative office hours strategies provided by the framework to 
engage those students who could not, or did not, attend the synchronous sessions. These 
included an all course Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) discussion board, weekly 
announcements and instructional videos, many of which highlighted those students who 
attended the weekly sessions and provided answers to questions that were asked during 
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the synchronous office hours sessions Jack thought would be good for all students to 
know and used a variety of communication methods to ensure student questions where 
being answered outside of scheduled office hours. 
When describing how Jack used the framework and giving his opinion on the 
framework and whether it was helpful, Jack said, 
Well, it's the first time I've ever really had a kind of a checklist to think about it. 
To me, [office hours] was always the simple natural thing that you do. But, I 
guess it isn't. My philosophy from the beginning of going online was to make 
myself available to the students because they're all going to need a different level 
of support, and I have done that. It's not like they just discovered email this 
semester. They've always done that. It's just, I seem to have more of them now 
because I've been encouraging them more. The purposes and the potential 
outcomes, I never really thought that deeply into it. Some of the materials for the 
method that I use this time. So, it was interesting for me. I think I'm learning some 
new things that I'm appreciating. It kinda helps me put some pieces together. You 
know, for instance, I never really considered the marketing aspect as being that 
big of a deal, but I seem to be getting more contacts this time than I have in the 
past. So apparently it is. It's not just at the beginning of the course but throughout 
the course, just to let him know that I'm genuine in being available. And, I think 
that gives them a sense of security as well. 
 
I like the way it was set up as far as, you know, motivational tactics. The 
beginning, the in semester, the end, and throughout. That just kind of help 
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organize it a little bit better. And, the [components] of it, getting their attention, 
the relevance, the confirmation, and the satisfaction aspects of it I think were also 
useful to me. So, it was kind of like I had reasons for doing what I was doing. I 
was able to kind of form a strategy that made a little more sense. You know, 
rather than just kind of going off the cuff. 
When asked about the amount of time Jack spent using the framework and whether it 
impacted his overall workload for the course, he said, 
I needed a little guidance in that regard but once I got rolling it wasn't difficult at 
all. I'm going to use it again, but I may adapt it as I see the situation change. You 
know, I think each course is a different opportunity to learn something new and if 
I find something needs adapt, it'll certainly do that. But, I think overall I have at 
least a foundation to start with and that seems to work pretty well this last 
time…It really wasn't a lot of extra work at all, if that's what you're asking. I 
mean, writing a syllabus is more work than getting set for office hours. Setting up 
for a course it was a small effort compared to everything else that I was doing. 
During the course, yeah, there was more contact and more emails to answer and 
that sort of thing, but I welcome those. Again, it wasn't like this heavy lift to do it. 
So, I would say impact on me workload wise would probably, I would say 
negligible. 
When asked to give his overall opinion on the framework, how he used the framework, 
and whether he felt it improved “things” within his course, Jack said, 
Do I like it better than what I've been doing? If I had to sum it all up, I'd say yes. 
For a couple of reasons, it's given me more confidence in the area of email being 
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satisfactory. And you gotta understand, I spent many years teaching in a 
classroom and being available in an office next to the classroom. Students could 
visit me ad hoc for the most part. I mean they were right there. So that, to me, 
when we started going to [online] learning, especially the asynchronous online 
learning, for me it was a little uncomfortable not having that face-to-face contact. 
And, not having the one-on-one conversations out of outside of an email. But, the 
fact that my students are preferring [this], that makes me more comfortable in 
doing it that way and not being as concerned with, "well, we're not meeting down 
at the local coffee shop to have a conversation." If they want that, I can make it 
happen, but by and large [this is] what they want. They seem satisfied with the 
responses that I've been giving them. 
Case 2. Case 2 includes the course taught by Joanne.  Joanne had not planned on 
using the framework within her class until the majority of her students did poorly on an 
assignment.  After questioning the class about what would help them perform better 
during a synchronous weekly lecture, responding students indicated some sort of office 
hours would be helpful.  She adopted the framework to help her plan these office hours 
sessions.  The minimum requirements for using the framework were: 1) Survey your  
Students, 2) Identify your Goals, and 3) Brainstorm and Select Tactics.  The survey 
represented an audience analysis, where Joanne allowed students to provide input on 
when office hours should be offered.  The goals Joanne identified were two-fold: 1) 
increase office hours attendance and 2) improve student scores by providing office hours. 
The tactics Joanne chose to implement fell within the Attention and Relevance levels. 
She gathered information from the students about when and how they would like to 
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attend office hours, she consistently reminded students of when office hours were being 
held, she varied the format and structure of office hours to fit within the course schedule 
and structure, and she tailored the office hours to provide support for specific 
assignments or projects.  These office hours were held synchronously through the same 
web conference software Joanne used for her synchronous classes.  She made herself 
available for multiple hour blocks of time, and she staggered those timeframe 
availabilities based on the survey data collected.  The office hours were not provided 
weekly, but students were reminded during weekly synchronous lectures of when office 
hours were going to be held. Joanne declined to complete the planned tactics worksheet 
for the study. 
When asked to describe her overall experiences with using the framework, and 
her opinion of the framework, Joanne said,  
I think it was pretty positive…I used the five-minute framework a little bit more 
than the other one, mainly just because I'm a little lazy and didn't want to read as 
much, and I think it answered everything I needed it to answer. So, I think it was 
helpful for me, mainly for looking at the point about looking at my course and 
then kind of figuring out what my goals were, because I didn't want to have office 
hours just for the sake of having office hours. I don't want to log into [a web 
conferencing software] and watch you breathe for two hours. I want there to be a 
purpose to it, so making sure that I strategically offered them at a time when they 
would meet the needs of the students and the goals of the students, which are "you 
need to be doing a better job on these assignments." So, it's mainly something I 
used in that capacity when I structure them is using them at a time when they 
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would be most efficient to help students reach their goals surrounding an 
assignment. 
 
I have a lot of thoughts about how office hours typically run and [how] I don't 
want them to be. I don't want them to be a checkbox that just happens without any 
thoughtfulness. So, when I used the framework, I really wanted to make sure that 
I was offering them strategically and the format of them was strategic. It was not, 
"you have to show up at this time and you have to log out by this time and it's one 
on one." I wanted to make sure that people could hop in and have a discussion, 
and a couple of the sessions actually were very helpful because students had their 
own discussion while I was there to help guide them and correct them. But, it was 
very helpful because they were forming a kind of learning community amongst 
themselves, regarding an assignment or regarding research they were finding or 
how to do things for the class. So, that was kind of an unexpected benefit, but it 
was good to be there to kind of guide them to make sure they didn't say anything 
that was not correct. 
When asked about the amount of time Joanne spent using the framework and whether it 
impacted her overall workload for the course, she said, 
I don't think it affected the workload. Actually, I found it to be helpful in making 
sure that the office hours were well organized and placed at logical points. I don't 
think it added any work to me, it was almost like a taxonomy. They kind of just 




When asked to give her overall opinion on the framework, how she used the framework, 
and whether she felt it improved “things” within his course, Joanne said, 
Joanne: The first three sessions had multiple people's show up. I think that was really 
positive. It seemed like the students really enjoyed the first round, even though 
they didn't do is great on the assignments. Students who came to office hours 
[after] the first assignment, they did much better on their assignment than the 
students who didn't [attend]. And, I could see [that] when I was reading and 
grading the assignment. I could see things that they had implemented from the 
office hours that we had talked about, and that's when I realized I can't force 
people to come to them. But I have to offer them to people who want them, 
because it did benefit those students. They're the ones who you know, got better 
grades. It was very, very clear to me when I was reading their work. 
Researcher: Would you go so far as to say that you felt the students were more satisfied 
with the course after having attended office hours?  
Joanne: Yes, I would. I got several emails [after] first office hours asking me “are we 
going to do this again for the final paper?” I got some of those emails and I got 
students in class who asked me if this was going to happen again. So yeah, I think 
they were pretty satisfied.  
Researcher: Would you use the framework again in any future classes you may teach?  
Joanne: I would. I think it was helpful to setting up office hours and deciding what is the 
best use of office hours. If I teach a different subject, the assignments are going to 
differ and I'm going to have to think about where they make the most sense and in 
what space they make the most sense, but I would definitely do it again.  
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Case 3. Case 3 includes the course taught by Jane. This course contained both 
graduate and undergraduate students. Jane also planned to use the framework within her 
online course before the start of the semester.  She used the entire framework, including 
the audience analysis, course goals, and planned tactics worksheets (see Appendix F).  
The goals Jane set for her course were: 1) increase relationship development with 
students by having two or more conversations of at least 10 minutes and 2) change 
perception of office hours from “meeting I schedule when I’m having issues” to “meeting 
I schedule to improve my success.”  Jane also chose to adopt an asynchronous definition 
of office hours in addition to offering synchronous virtual office hours, either individual 
by appointment or group sessions. This asynchronous office hours included the use of 
asynchronous online discussions and frequently asked questions, email, and text-based 
chat. 
Jane admitted that she planned to use the entire planned tactics outlines before the 
start of the course but adjusted her tactics as the course progressed due to lack of student 
interest or attendance. For example, Jane planned to use an incentive system as a way to 
establish relevance in attending office hours. She indicated the incentives did not appear 
to have an effect on student attendance, or continued student attendance, of office hours 
and moved away from the tactic. Like Jack, Jane followed most of the tactics she listed 
on the planned tactics worksheet, but not all.  She established her position on office 
hours, the level of interaction students could expect, and methods students could use to 
contact her, but she did not establish any formal “rules” for students to follow when using 
office hours.  She made a point to continuously invite students to attend, acknowledged 
those who did attend, and provided additional synchronous sessions focused on large 
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assignments or projects within the course.  She continued to have a scheduled contact 
regiment throughout the semester that took into account student availability data 
collected from the audience analysis and actively engaged students who did attend office 
hours to request feedback on how to improve office hours, or “what could she have done 
better.” 
When asked to describe how Jane used the framework in her class and whether it 
was helpful, she said, 
So, the goal sheet or [planned tactics worksheet] helped me kind of plan and think 
ahead, and I need to revisit that. To follow up and to really put my thoughts about 
how did I meet that goal. But, as far as the structure and planning, that helped me 
consider the different ways in which I would interact with students throughout the 
semester. And, where I found it helpful was, I've already mentioned the needs 
analysis that they did, you’re prepping for that action plan but also the planning of 
the topical office hours. That wasn't my idea by itself, that came from the 
framework or something I found within the framework, and then I had never 
really considered email as a part of office hours. So, flipping that switch or 
realizing that that was a piece of my office hours, and a vital component that 
students respond to well, was important. Not that I didn't know that responding to 
my student [was important]. I did always pride myself on responding to emails 
within 24 to 48 hours. However, what I did learn differently this semester, and I 
think it was your kind of coaching and maybe it did relate to the framework, but 
you don't have to necessarily respond quickly. You can let them know that you're 
working on it and then responds with a more thorough response afterwards. So, 
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that was beneficial, I think. In my opening presentation for the semester for the 
undergrads and the grads, I did show them this interaction component and they 
did ask them to answer in a poll what they preferred. What type of engagement 
they preferred? No one chose disengagement. Very few students at both levels 
chose incidental contact. Most people chose functional or personal. And only a 
handful of students chose the mentoring. So, I think that gave me a perspective of 
preferences for how my students would want to interact with me. 
When asked about the amount of time Jane spent using the framework and 
whether it impacted her overall workload for the course, she said, 
I don't think it increase or it created more work. Maybe the work was 
redistributed. Meaning that work that I had previously done, or here's a better way 
to say this. So, this semester, because it was a lot more intentional and because it 
was more proactive, at least in the beginning, and even now, so I should give 
myself credit for that. It reduces the amount of time that students are asking 
questions as part of class. So, we get more instruction done which then, in the 
end, impacts how well they do on an assignment and perhaps it just redistributes 
the type of feedback that I'm giving them in the end. I'm not spending more [time 
in] office hours necessarily, probably spending the same amount of time, but it 
seems different because it's not always face-to-face or synchronous. It's a mix of 
email and synchronous communication for office hours.  
When asked to give her overall opinion on the framework, how she used the 
framework, and whether she felt it improved “things” within his course, Jane said, “I 
don't know that the framework needs more help.” 
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Researcher: Did the work you put into office hours for your classes improve your 
enjoyment or satisfaction in the course?  
Jane: Absolutely. To be very honest, I was the teacher that would much prefer a face-
to-face class. So, my continuum of teaching, and I guess I didn't really say that 
earlier because I was holding back, but I prefer face to face, and that's because of 
the relationships. Hybrid next and synchronous next. Asynchronous was probably 
my least favorite. However, I think what this semester has taught me is that 
possibly if [asynchronous classes] were an option for me in my department, I 
would consider that differently and that's because of the office hours, the efforts, 
and the relationships that I've learned I can build through email, through [web 
conferencing software], and different options other than face to face. 
Researcher: Would you use this framework again in your future classes?  
Jane: Yeah, I will do it differently though. It would be interesting to me to have what 
kind of a pre and post [approach]. Like, here's what you rated at the beginning of 
the semester. Would you rate it the same? Or did it change overtime?  
Data Analysis 
 Due the variance in the level of framework integration by instructors, the data 
collected to address the research questions was analyzed by case.  Each case considered 
the method in which office hours were facilitated and the level of framework utilized by 
instructor.   
Research Question #1. How did the design framework influence the effectiveness 
of office hours within online courses?  This question focused on student responses related 
to how the instructor utilized the framework to facilitated office hours within their course, 
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identifying any barriers to office hours attendance related to how office hours were 
facilitated, and how the use of the framework addressed these barriers. The data collected 
also identified both positive and negative effects of these barriers, where a positive effect 
was something that encouraged their attendance and a negative effect was something that 
discouraged them from attending. The analysis sought to identify whether the effects 
were directly related to the use of the framework within the course.  However, not every 
positive or negative effect on a barrier was related to the use of the framework and some 
of the barriers identified by participates related to office hours experiences in prior 
classes, classes taught at different institutions, or with instructors other than the professor 
used within each case.  While these barriers to office hours attendance will be discussed, 
the focus of the analysis will be the positive effects the framework had in addressing 
these barriers. 
Case 1  
This case included the following student participants: Frank, Kelly, Hannah, 
Gabe, and Morgan.  The data collected from participant interviews identified the 
following facilitation barriers to student office hours attendance:  Availability and 
Flexibility.  Availability focused on how office hours were used within online classes, the 
inconvenience of the scheduled time blocks for office hours, and the general lack of 
ability of the instructor or opportunity to communicate with the instructor.  Flexibility 
focused on the interactions between students and instructors during office hours, the 
computer-mediated communication technologies instructors chose to use during office 
hours, and the willingness of the instructor to alter or modify the delivery of office hours 
within the course to accommodate student needs. 
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Student participants indicated they experienced facilitation barriers to office hours 
attendance and student-instructor interactions within other online classes taken 
previously, which were not a part of this study.  However, their responses do provide 
valuable information into the barriers online students experience with office hours.  
Gabe: In previous, you know, like [at my previous university], I had professors that 
would say "I can't talk to you on the phone. I can't have a video conference with 
you. The only way I communicate his email." I mean, when you set those [rules], 
if that's all you can do, that's all you can do. But again, I say it doesn't work for 
everybody. Even if [email is] your preferred method of communication, it doesn't 
always make it the most efficient because you have to wait for the response. 
The first class I had [at the university], I never spoke to my instructor, ever. Like 
not one time not via email, not…There was no like any personal communication 
and it almost seemed as though I wasn't even attending, right, because I just it was 
like complete task completion. The interaction was like not at all. 
Hannah: I don't know that…there was never any classes that had [office hours]. I don't 
know what you're asking me. You see it on the syllabus, but there were no virtual 
office hours in any course. [Professor Jack] is the only one that I've had that has 
offered that. A virtual office hour. Period. Now, that's not to say [I didn’t send] 
emails or anything like that, text messages or phone calls, but a designated block 
of time, I've not done…You could email them or call them, some of them let you 
text them. But there was never, because prior to COVID, people could go to the 
University. So, I don't think online office hours or the online student’s office 
hours were really set in stone. You know what I mean? You know, like you see it 
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on the syllabus and they're in this building at from 11:30 to 1:30. But that doesn't 
mean anything to an online student. 
Frank: You find out most professors usually have him around six or seven in the evening 
and that's you know, right at dinner time. So, I'm like, you know, "Hey, I'm 
hungry. So, I'm going to probably eat before I go to office hours." But yeah, I 
mean, it's not anything that I couldn't go to. I would guess a professor is probably 
trying to find the ideal time for them as well as their students. So, you know they 
might say, “well, 6 to 7 everybody's home from work and, you know, people do 
work and that's probably a good time,” but it also gets into that dinner hours. But, 
if you do it at five, well some people may be traveling home from work. So, I'm 
sure that they're struggling with the ideal time to have the office hour. 
The negative effects directly relate to Professor Jack fell within his use of office 
hours, how he conducted himself during office hours, or how he facilitated the office 
hours session. 
Gabe: Everybody's kind of looking for him to be the driver of the conversation. Like, I'll 
be the first to ask a question, some sometimes other people might not, you know, 
feel comfortable doing that so. I think that, it just depends on who you are. I guess 
I would say if you're good at just blindly interacting with people that you might 
not know, then yes, that's workable. But if you're more the type of person that 
needs there to be somebody kind of leading the charge, then it probably wouldn't 
be. 
Frank: You know, somewhere talking about that, I get that maybe [my professor] needs 
to have office hours but without the structure. You know it, it to me it’s set up for 
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a student to ask you know, “hey do you have any questions?” Now, because other 
folks are there, they may not want to ask a question because they don't want to 
like [foolish or stupid] in front of someone else. So, maybe they don't ask that 
question you know. So, that's why I never understood, you know, the professors 
are real big on, "here's my office hours" and I will go just to make sure I'm not 
missing something. Usually, I will try to attend the first one the Professor has and 
after that, I don't attend anymore. 
None of the facilitation barriers identified by participants were found to be 
directly related to the framework or the use of the framework by Professor Jack. 
Participants did indicate that some aspects of the framework used by Professor Jack 
positively affected their office hours use or satisfaction with office hours.  Specifically, 
participants found the setup or structure of office hours used by Professor Jack, and the 
continuous advertisement of office hours throughout the course, created more opportunity 
for interaction between the student and the instructor.  Opportunity was also found to 
have a positive effect on the availability facilitation barrier, as the instructor created 
opportunities for interaction with his students, thereby making himself more available. 
Gabe: [My professor], how he's done it, you know with three optional office hour 
opportunities. I wasn't able to participate in all of them, but I was able to 
participate when I needed to. And, I think that just having that interaction was 
helpful. I'm the type that learns from other people. So, just being in the office 
hours with other students, they had questions that I didn't think of, that made it 
helpful to me…and he was open to meet with you any other time outside of those 
prescheduled office hours, you could call him. You can text him. You can 
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communicate with him in other ways besides those designated office hour times. 
So, the combination of a lot of things. [Another thing] I really appreciate about 
[my professor], he's very specific, like he leaves very little for you to guess. For 
instance, he says, "it starts at 6. If nobody's there by 6:10, then you know he'll be 
leaving." He's not going to just say you know in in the office hours for him, you 
know, for an unlimited period of time, right. In addition to that, I think that he has 
extremely open accessibility to him and I think that anything that can encourage 
interaction between the student and the professor, it only benefits the students, 
right. 
Hannah: You know, being an online student, I would just drop an email and wait for them 
to respond. And like I said, in the upper-level classes, they respond much quicker 
than they do in the lower level classes. But [my professor] has a designated time 
that he is online virtually, and it's in the evening or late afternoon, so that if you 
do work, you can actually attend. You know, all these wonderful things that USM 
is doing. I get all these invites but there at 10 in the morning or one in the 
afternoon, and as much as I would love to participate, I can't. You know, so I like 
the timing of it, and I like the flexibility of it not being mandatory, but that you 
can go if you want…We got emails and announcements and reminders every 
other week. Or, maybe he did like three or four of them or something throughout 
the term. But, it was helpful. 
The use of the framework helped create these positive effects through the 
structure and setup of office hours facilitated by the instructor during the course and the 
advertising, or reminders, sent to students by the instructor throughout the class.  These 
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positive effects generated by the framework may also have led to a reduction of negative 
effects, as the majority of these reported by student participants related to classes and 
instructors other than those involved in the study.   
Case 2 
This case included the following student participants: Alex and Marie. Alex and 
Marie identified availability and student knowledge of office hours as facilitation barriers 
to attending office hours.  However, Alex and Marie defined availability as the 
scheduling and advertisement of office hours within the course. This definition omitted 
the perceived availability of the instructor within the course; however, the scheduling of 
office hours persists as a common barrier.  Student knowledge was defined as how to use 
office hours, when to use office hours, and where students could find information about 
office hours within their course. Specifically, Alex indicated the student body as a whole 
do not know how to use office hours effectively. She felt instructors shared that belief 
and that created apprehension amongst the students toward attending office hours. Marie 
indicated similar beliefs but indicated a lack of knowing how to interact with instructors 
was intimidating for students. 
Most of these barriers applied to prior experiences with office hours outside of the 
course included within this study.  None of the negative effects on these barriers were 
attributed to Professor Joanne or the portion of the framework she used within her class.   
Alex: I know that it's up to the student because sometimes I can't think of the right 
questions to ask at that time and so it's a quick drop in and drop out. I think maybe 
I'm actually utilizing it [better] and asking questions about the assignment. But at 
the same time, [instructors] probably think I can get more out of it if I wanted to. 
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I think that as a whole, instructors probably feel like the entire student body does 
not [use office hours effectively] because, for instance, when I went to office 
hours, I went to a couple weeks ago, I was the only person who during that time. I 
know it's for maybe a couple of hours, but I was the only person who was there at 
that time. And even when I went to office hours in person, it really wasn't that 
many people or students that were dropping in for office hours. So, I think, as a 
whole, students don't utilize it as much, so maybe professors do not think that the 
entire student body understands or knows how to use office hours. 
Marie: I would say that the biggest issue with office hours is office hours are 
intimidating. [I think] we've gotten much more engagement online and it's 
because students feel less [intimidated], there's something intimidating about 
walking into a professor's office and having sort of a one-on-one face to face. 
Students seem much more inclined to have that engagement. I think students feel 
sort of nervous about that one-on-one interaction [with the instructor]. I think 
online has made students feel a bit more comfortable and I don't know if it's 
because they're accustomed to engaging with lots of people [online]. 
Alex went on to indicate that not knowing what to expect from office hours, 
especially online office hours, discouraged her from attending in other classes.  However, 
what Professor Joanne did in her class help alleviate that negative effect, at least for Alex.  
In regard to scheduling as a barrier to office hours attendance, Marie experienced issues 
with the barrier. 
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Marie: People don't schedule office hours [well]. [Office hours are] established and the 
professor is available those five hours. Well, if during those five hours, if you've 
already got classes or other commitments, then you just can't make office hours.  
Scheduling was less of a barrier for Alex because she felt the flexibility of her 
work and personal schedule allowed her to adjust to the timeframe specified by her 
instructors, either in her face-to-face or online classes.  Marie, however, did not have 
personal or professional flexibility. 
Marie and Alex also reported experiencing several positive effects to the 
identified facilitation barriers.  Many of these barriers were directly related to Professor 
Joanne and her use of the framework within the class.  The positive effects directly 
related to the use of the framework were: Opportunity, Advertising, and Structure.  
Opportunity and advertising contributed to the minimizing the effect of the availability 
barrier, which also included office hours scheduling.   
Researcher: Did [the professor] advertise, inform, or remind everyone of when office 
hours were happening?  
Marie: Yes.  
Researcher: Was that helpful? 
Marie: Yes, yes it was helpful. [Professor Joanne] let us give input as to availability and 
offered multiple opportunities centered around the same theme. So, she definitely 
made it easier [to attend]. And, after the poll was sent, she would send the times 




The structure and setup of the office hours conducted by Professor Joanne 
resonated with both participants, who indicated the format of office hours selected by the 
professor improved their experiences within office hours. 
Researcher: Did the way [Professor Joanne] structured her office hours make them 
anymore relevant or enjoyable?  
Alex: It did with having two different dates for the assignments that I could come. It 
kind of gave me the option to choose, so if I had questions, say if I went to the 
first office hours and we talked and I went back and I worked on my homework 
and I had questions I could have went to the second office hours and did follow 
up questions or anything else. It also made it more enjoyable because I knew 
exactly what I was coming for. And I was just able to come in for a few minutes 
and just get right back out. So, for me it was time efficient. It helped me save time 
to get the information I needed, and so the structure wasn't that bad and also it 
was pretty cool. 
 
Researcher: Did the way [Professor Joanne] structured her office hours make them 
anymore relevant or enjoyable?  
Marie: So, I really liked the [structure], when I joined the office hours, there was only 
two other students. One person was in [virtual office hours] when I got on and I 
just kind of popped in and got to listen to her. That was super helpful. Just to 
listen to another student sort of asked questions about the particular assignment 
we were working on, and then another student join. So, there were three of us [for 
a while]. I like the flexibility of it. I liked that it was a real opportunity to sort of 
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talk and ask questions in a smaller environment. You know, sometimes 
particularly in an online classroom, participation is hard. So, I think that what I 
really like about it is that you can sort of ask the follow up questions, not feel like 
you're dominating class time, and sort of the informal nature of it. The give and 
take.  
Marie went on to indicate the structure and setup of office hours in Professor 
Joanne’s class was a positive effect on the knowledge barrier she experienced in other 
classes. The informal nature and flexibility of the sessions, and understanding of the 
setup, eased any intimidation she experienced from previous classes. 
I loved the office hours not being sort of locked in, it just made it make sense that 
when [Professor Joanne] felt that office hours would be helpful, she sent some 
sort of scheduling poll online that allowed us to indicate the times that would be 
available, and I'm pretty confident she was able to accommodate everyone who is 
interested and she offered four separate times but it was really two main sort of 
assignments that the office hours were centered on. And the first set of office 
hours indicated my availability. I went to one of them. It was super helpful.  
Case 3 
This case included the following student participants: Ali, Sam, and Lori.  All 
three participants identified facilitation barriers they experienced to attending office 
hours.  Most of the identified barriers came from participant experiences in classes other 
than the course included within this study.  Very few of these barriers were directly 
related to Professor Jane and her use of the framework within the class, and any direct 
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relationships that were identified pertained to positive effects on the barrier, or how the 
framework could have been used to elicit a positive effect on the barrier. 
The facilitation barrier reported by student participants in the case was 
availability.  This barrier was defined by participants as the scheduling of timeslot 
offerings for office hours, an inability to attend because of other time commitments, and a 
lack of flexibility in office hours scheduling. Participants in this case chose to include 
flexibility within their definition of the availability barrier as it related more to the 
flexibility of office hours scheduling than the flexibility of the office hours structure. The 
remainder of the responses that fall within that definition. 
Ali: If they don't work with my schedule. So [working full time and being a] full time 
student, if they are not offered after 3:30 or even 4:00 o'clock [pm], because I do 
get out of [work] at 2:45 and it takes me about an hour to drive home, those hours 
don't work within my schedule. I [would have] to actively seek my professor and 
be like "look, your office hours are from 12 to 1 and that doesn't really work with 
my schedule. I'm going to have to schedule at another point.” And, [I’m] not 
saying that I've encountered this at USM. That was [more] my undergrad. It was 
during the day office hours and I was either in other classes or I worked part time 
job. 
Sam: [In my asynchronous classes], like a couple teachers I have never met. So, with 
those classes, I think that sometimes [office hours should be required]. The 
perfect example. [I have one professor who I have] never heard from. I googled 
her on rate my professor. She has all good reviews, or whatnot. The last 
assignment that she gave us was an assignment that we had to turn into [a 
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different software]. Well, she is not the only teacher that teaches this subject, so I 
asked another student who has a different teacher for the same class, "Hey, did 
y'all have this assignment? If so, how do you do it" because [my teacher’s] 
instructions were so vague, like they were missing big chunks of steps on how to 
do the assignment. So, if she would have had office hours, I think that I could ask 
them exactly "what do you require on this assignment and how can I go about 
doing it so that I can make a good grade." When I tell you her instructions were 
vague, they were [hard to read and understand]. 
Lori: The time. This semester it was, and I know this sounds so lazy, it was a matter of 
going to the class, going to canvas, looking at the syllabus, finding the link, 
getting that link, copy and paste in and going somewhere else, then making the 
appointment, then all the information put in, send it, and then it's either confirmed 
or pushed back. And again, I know that sounds so lazy, but it was a process to 
book an appointment with some of the teachers, so the office hours per say, to 
have to actually have to go and look to see and get through all of the material and 
find the link, and some of them didn't even have to link in the syllabus. You really 
had to kind of search for it. 
The negative effects on facilitation barriers related to the framework were not a 
direct result of Professor Jane or her use of the framework within her class. Rather, the 
identified negative effects were related to parts of the framework Professor Jane chose 
not to implement.  Student knowledge of office hours and student perceptions on 
instructor knowledge and use of office hours were barriers to office hours attendance 
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identified by respondents in Professor Jane’s class, both of which could have been 
addressed through use of the framework within the class. 
Researcher: Do you feel you understand the purpose of office hours?  
Sam: I'm pretty sure that I do, but then again, I don't. Like, no one ever told me exactly 
what they were. 
Researcher: So, you've never had an instructor kind of layout what the office hours are or 
how this should be used?  
Sam: I probably have but I can’t exactly recall. I take that back. Usually on the syllabus 
it'll be like the professors name, their office hours on there, and so I assume 
automatically that office hours are where they want us to come to them and ask 
them things pertaining to the curriculum, or anything we have a question about. 
They are willing or can help with me.  
Researcher: Do you think instructors feel students know how to use office hours?  
Sam: OK, with me being a junior in college, I'm gonna assume most [students] start 
their programs in their junior year of school. So, I'm gonna assume that 
[instructors] think "OK, you're junior. You know how office hours work, here in 
my office hours." So, I'm going to assume that they think that we know how they 
work exactly. But, sometimes we don't.  
Researcher: Do you think instructors know how to structure office hours effectively?  
Sam: I feel like if they did not know how to [conduct] office hours effectively, then 




Researcher: Would a description of office hours, or rules of engagement for office hours, 
be helpful at beginning of the class?  
Ali: Yes, absolutely. I mean just providing that, it's basic educational theory that you 
provide your expectations at the beginning of class and then, from there on out, 
you can answer questions about it. At least setting that foundation so the students 
know, "hey, this is my expectations even when it comes to office hours, this is 
what office hours looks like, or this is how you can approach me. This is how we 
can address topics." That definitely would help.  
 The positive effect on facilitation barriers directly related to the framework, or the 
use of the framework by Professor Jane within her class, focused on the structure and 
setup of office hours within her class.  This office hour’s structure used by Professor Jane 
allowed for greater flexibility and took into account the availability concerns identified 
by student participants. 
Researcher: Compared to other classes you may have taken, how were office hours 
different [Professor Jane’s] compared to those other classes?  
Lori: They existed. I honestly, as far as online classes were concerned, I'd never heard 
of office hours and that goes for synchronous or asynchronous [classes]. This was 
the first [class] I ever had this semester with [Professor Jane], was the first time I 
had an actual like Zoom meeting kind of a class, the synchronous class. Even so, 





In the very beginning, [Professor Jane] set up an office chat, where she would put 
times at the beginning of the day that she was in the office, and then if you wanted 
to come in, you could just come in and chat and ask questions. That setup was 
really good because [it was at the] beginning of the week and we had set times 
that we knew she would be available to us. She did a little survey at the beginning 
of the semester and asked when the best time for everybody would be, and then 
she took basically the [group consensus] and came up with three separate days for 
in the entire week, with times, and basically it was a question free for all. So, we 
knew any one of those days she was in a room somewhere waiting to answer 
questions, if we had any. I went to a few of them but for her to be available those 
three days, even though I may not have used them as much, it was still nice to 
know that, "OK, I have a question on Wednesday. Oh wait, there's a meeting 
coming up on Thursday I can go to."  
 
Researcher: So, for you, is it important to have that consistent weekly schedule of when 
things are going to happen?  
Sam: I think it is. I think the consistency, especially with somebody taking as many 
classes as I am. If it wasn't scheduled then, you know, we didn't do it.  Just, 
students in general, if it they don't have to do it, then you're not gonna. That's why 
I like the scheduled aspect of it. I knew it was already set up. It wasn't something 
that I had to physically take the time to do it myself. 
Research Question #2. How did the design framework influence student-
instructor interaction and communication during online office hours?  Student-instructor 
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interaction has been shown to improve student retention (Gaytan, 2015; Lau, 2003; Tinto, 
1975, 1997), persistence (Pascarella et al., 2004; Tinto, 1997), and motivation (Jaasma & 
Koper, 1999; Nadler & Nadler, 2000; Trolian et al., 2016). How online students prefer to 
communicate with instructors is not well known, nor is the context where certain 
computer-mediated communication tools are used within an online course.  The analysis 
sought to determine how the student respondents preferred to interact with their 
instructors during office hours within their online class, how those interactions affected 
their perception of the instructor or the course, and whether those preferences, or change 
in preferences, were directly related to the use of the framework with the course. 
Similar to the previous research question, the data collected from student 
respondents identified interaction barriers.  These are barriers related to student-instructor 
interactions within online courses that discourage any further or future interactions 
between the student and the instructor.  In addition, the data also identified positive and 
negative effects to these barriers. These effects are any event or action with the course or 
interaction between the student and the instructor that encourage or discouraged future 
student-instructor interactions.  This analysis sought to identify these barriers and effects 
to determine if any were directly related to the instructor or the instructors use of the 
framework within the course. 
Case 1 
Professor Jack is an instructor who, admittedly, goes out of his way to make 
himself available to any and all of his students who want to communicate with him. He 
used a variety of technologies for these communications, he used a variety of techniques 
 
178 
within the framework to make sure all relevant information was passed onto his students, 
and he provided as much or as little information as needed to answer a student’s question. 
Researcher: Do you find that students are more satisfied with a quick, timely, response to 
their questions? Or, are they more satisfied with a detailed response that may go 
beyond the simple yes or no?  
Jack: They get both from me.  As soon as I see the message, I'll think through the 
situation. If it's beyond me at that point, I will ask them to elaborate on what it is 
they're asking me, but usually they're pretty precise on what it is they're asking me 
and I'm able to give them a detailed response or make that make a suggestion that 
they will respond to. We have a dialogue that way. I never just go in with the “I’ll 
think about it and get back with you.” That wouldn't work for me and I'm sure it 
wouldn't work for them. I find they like their answers about as soon as they ask 
for them and enough information to be able to act on. And, most of the time they 
get that unless they have questions about what it was I was trying to get across to 
them [during class] and then we work that out. We'll have a little back and forth 
on it. 
Researcher: How do you prefer to interact with students when they have questions? 
Jack: I prefer the one-on-one contact via email, or the discussion board, or the [LMS] 
messaging tool. I prefer that because with my graduate students, they tend to be a 
little more mature than I remember my undergrads being. Their questions are 
pointed and usually need a pretty quick response. And, you almost get the sense 
that if it wasn't important, they wouldn't be asking. So, I take care of all those as 
soon as I absolutely can. Usually when I receive them, I could be in the middle of 
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something, get one on the phone and I'll just step away and take care of it. I like 
that. As far as [office hours], I think at this point I may be doing that more out of 
habit than anything else because I've been doing it for so long, and I don't always 
get a lot of people show up to them. It was never intended to take the place of an 
online meeting for a synchronous course. But, I've never had a great amount of 
people show up to that. It's like they're a little more shy to share their questions in 
the presence of others. So, I like the one-on-one stuff better. And, if you can write 
it down, you can kind of think through it. So, I like that personally and I think a 
lot of them probably do too. 
Even though Professor Jack stated he preferred email, or one-on-one 
asynchronous communications, over other communication methods with his students, he 
also admitted it was not completely up to him or his preferences. He approached his 
student-instructor interactions and conversations from the perspective of “whatever is 
easiest for the student,” rather than whatever was easiest for him or what he preferred. 
Researcher: Were you doing by appointment office hours or were individual 
communications just email?  
Jack: I have done by appointment. In fact, I have one after this meeting and I have had 
a lot of one-on-ones via email, via that discussion board for glance questions, 
phone calls, text messages, and [web conference] meetings. So, anyway [students] 
wanted to talk, basically. Yeah, a lot of technology use, more varied. But, I pretty 
much decided to let students decide how they want to communicate with me 
because that was one of the things they said they wanted to do in the survey. You 
know, that upfront survey that [was a part of the framework] to have them take.  
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All of the student participants in Professor Jack’s class agree student-instructor 
interaction is needed for online classes.  The purpose for this need, however, is not as 
clearly defined or agreed upon, nor is the preferred method of interaction for each 
student.  However, all student participants in Professor Jack’s class agreed he met and 
exceeded their needs for communication and interaction within the class. 
Researcher: Do you like interacting with your instructors while taking classes?  
Frank: That's a good question. These are...the past few classes I've had are my first online 
classes and I've really enjoyed the [asynchronous] format…I had some trepidation 
going in because I've never had an online class, but I actually found out I kind of 
like the format. A lot easier than a, you know, sit down in the classroom face to 
face class. 
Researcher: Do you think an instructor interacting with their students is a necessary 
component of an online class? 
Frank: I do because sometimes there's questions that students have and they need to be 
answered. You know, sometimes in the directions posted in [the LMS] are like 
"OK, here's the assignment and here's the rubric," or whatever, and instructors 
attempt to spell everything out, but sometimes because those words can be 
interpreted differently, there needs to be a way to clarify what the professor 
means. I don't have a specific [example]. I wish I did have a specific but I 
remember a class or two ago there was something the professor said "I needed 
done and I'm gonna give you an example. But I need it done as soon as possible." 
Well, what exactly does that mean? The professor spelled it out but it was open 
for interpretation. So, I think it's necessary that there's avenues that a student can 
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reach out to professor to clarify those things like "what do you mean by this?" 
Once, Professor Jack had said something and I was like "you know I'm not sure 
[what you mean by this]" and I found out that I was not the only student that ask 
that question. It was a phrase he used. It just caused a little bit of confusion, they 
didn't know exactly what that meant. So, myself and a couple of other students 
asking the question and he had to come back and post a discussion post on [the 
LMS] and said “here's what I mean by this.” So, I think it's important to have 
where you can clarify things. 
 
Researcher: Did the approach [Professor Jack] used make it easier, or less easy, to 
connect with him?  
Kelly: I think it made it easier to connect with him and there were...Just kind of the way 
he interacted, like you kind of could tell that he really cared about his course and 
what he was doing and what he was teaching. He was quite nice with me. I 
actually ended up getting [sick] in the course and I needed to have a couple days 
extension. He was like "please take as much time as you need" and I was like 
really, I don't want to get behind. I'm not like terribly super crazy ill, but there was 
a couple of days where I was definitely not well, and you know, he was very nice 
and kind and understanding and he even sent a couple messages like "I just want 
to check up with you. Are you OK?" You know and so you know I thought that 




 Researcher: How much for role does immediacy play in communicating with an 
instructor in an online class?  
Hannah: Well, it's a big deal. It can definitely be a big deal, especially if you're close to a 
deadline, but that may or may not be their problem but, you know, sometimes you 
just forced to work right before some things due and you have a question. So, I 
think it's really important in that aspect. [Professor Jack] was good at that.  He 
was always available and always helpful and provided very detailed explanations 
and answers.  
 
Gabe: My very first [online] class. I never, I couldn't even tell you what that instructor 
looked like. I never got email. There was no communication at all. Period. 
Through [the LMS] there were assignments posted, graded, and that type of thing. 
But, when the assignments were submitted, all of them were graded towards the 
end [of the course], so you didn't even know how you were doing throughout the 
process… [Professor Jack] is the only other professor that I've had that, a part of 
their modules or their [LMS] learning, had multiple different methods on how 
they communicated what they were looking for.  
 
Researcher: Do you feel the interactions you have with [Professor Jack] influenced your 
overall satisfaction or enjoyment of the course?  
Morgan: Yes. 
Researcher: What made them positive?  
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Morgan: Actually being able to speak to an instructor or to communicate with an 
instructor. Let me know that, as a student, we were valued. As a student that we 
were recognized as people, not just instructees. However you describe us, we 
became people in that moment rather than [students] or the work that we do. 
We're more than the work that we do, I became more than the work that I was 
doing in those interactions. 
Interaction barriers were identified within the data for both positive and negative 
effects to these barriers.  The negative effects reported by student participants of Case 1 
included: Facilitation, Interaction, Apprehension, and Approachability.  The most 
common of these negative effects was interaction, or a lack of interaction, between 
students and instructors.  Most of the barriers discussed by student participants related to 
past experiences with online classes, office hours, or student-instructor interactions from 
previously taken courses. Very few of these barriers were directly related to the 
framework, Professor Jack, or the course included within this study. 
Gabe: I can compare it to the first class that I had [at the university], where I had none, 
like 0 [interaction]. No, there was not. I don't even know if there was a phone 
number offered in that whole thing. Like, you could just email right. And I think 
that inaccessibility, for lack of a better way to say it, reduces the buy in. I say 
we're all like adult students at this stage of the game and we all have a lot of 
things to do. I'm just a firm believer we all do what's worth it to us, right. So, if 
you feel like somebody doesn't care about what you're doing, it moves down on 
the priority list… And, if I'm going to take the time to scheduling [an] office hour 
visit, whatever that looks like individually or collectively. If there's no honest 
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interaction, if it's just me asking a question, getting an answer, and then we're 
finished. Then, I don't really see the purpose. I wouldn't come back, but I would 
definitely return if I felt like there was benefit to it and for me the benefit would 
be that interaction. 
Kelly: This other professor, while it was [another program’s] course, it was kind of just 
like "here's the book, do the reading, figure this stuff out on the computer. Write a 
one-page summary posted on the thing" and still to this day have not even gotten 
one grade back. So, [the professor was] not really responsive to emails, there were 
no office hours, and it's definitely something that I can tell I would have liked 
because, you know. It was basically just like "here's a book and teach yourself 
how to use this software." And, there's definitely times when you're doing things 
and you would like to be able to kind of have a discussion or say, like, "hey, I was 
trying to do this, but I don't really understand it" or something like that.” 
Hannah: In my undergrad classes it could be 2-3 days before somebody ever answered 
you back, and most of the time it was the [Teacher’s Assistant], you didn't really 
hear from the professor.  
 The data found no negative effects that were directly related to the framework or 
the use of the framework within the course.  However, the data did identify negative 
effects that related to the how Professor Jack conducted office hours or presented 
themselves in office hours.  This data focused on a single effect, apprehension, and came 
from a single source, Morgan.  Regardless, the apprehension reported by Morgan was 
identified as a barrier to his future attendance of office hours, or interacting with the 
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instructor, and the method of conducting office hours did nothing to reduce or minimize 
this barrier. 
Morgan: I do not know how to use office hours well. I feel like it's an invitation to show 
your ignorance, which is not necessarily a bad thing in the learning process, to be 
vulnerable enough to share your ignorance. [By asking a question], you're letting 
the instructor know where you are in the learning process, and sometimes that 
vulnerability, in my opinion, prevents people from sharing openly… I feel the 
same way a lot of times during his office hours, especially when somebody say, 
"what questions do you have?" I say "well, do I have enough knowledge to 
actually be able to ask a question that's gonna give enough feedback to actually 
help myself and my classmates?" And, many times they don't [during virtual 
office hours] and when you stick your neck out there, [you think], “am I really 
overly exposing my ignorance when I stick my neck out, then ask a dumb 
question?” I think that type of apprehensiveness exists, not only me, probably 
possibly in others, but I know in me that's a point of apprehension. 
 
 [In office hours] it’s a little bit more difficult because I have to initiate that 
particular conversation on things that we are already covered in class or 
otherwise. So, if [the professor] already sharing some views on a certain point 
then it makes it easier for me then to piggyback on [that and] ask a question.  That 
was not something that was going on in [Professor Jack’s] office hours. 
 It should be noted that barrier only applied to the interactions Morgan experienced 
through scheduled office hours with Professor Jack. The apprehension to interact with 
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Professor Jack did not carry over into any other computer-mediated communication 
media. The data also showed the apprehension barrier, or at least the barrier experienced 
by Morgan, could be minimized through instructor outreach. This is the act of the 
instructor starting the interaction, or the conversation, with the student to help ease them 
into the interaction if needed. 
Researcher: Do you think it makes it easier in online classes when the instructor makes 
the first move to establish that communication with their students?  
Gabe: I think, traditionally, people are looking for the instructor to set the parameters. 
So, when they instruct their initiates, whatever interaction there's gonna be, then it 
kind of opens the door. I think that a lot of students, no matter where you are in 
your program, your career, or where you are in life, if you think of the teacher as 
the one that's either going to open the possibilities or shut them down, you're 
waiting for that cue from that instructor. 
While a single negative effect was directly related to Professor Jack, several 
positive effects on interaction barriers were attributed to him by respondents, including 
outreach, approachability, and interaction. 
Frank: I thought the communication in this class was a little bit better than previous 
classes and I'm not just saying that because, you know, your [the instructors] 
student. I just I felt like it was better than previous classes I've had. 
Kelly: I would say his demeanor or his way of communication made it feel like 
[Professor Jack] was very open, and even the way he kind of advertised, "like you 
know our first virtual office hours coming up. Please join please just stop by and 
you know, introduce yourself and say hello. If you want to." That kind of thing, so 
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it had a very positive tone and felt like it would be a good interaction. Even, just 
to say hello. I think it made it easier to connect with him, like you kind of could 
tell that he really cared about his course and what he was doing and what he was 
teaching. 
Hannah: I think the fact of being approachable is a better word for me. And [my 
professor] and most of my professors at USM have been there very approachable. 
And accommodating. 
Gabe: If you have an instructor like [Professor Jack], who clearly makes it, not just me 
specifically but the class collectively, your success is something that he's there to 
encourage. Then, it motivates you more and, in my experience, I just feel that 
way. 
Even Morgan, who indicated his apprehension about attending office hours or 
starting a conversation with his professor for fear of displaying his “ignorance” in the 
subject matter identified positive effects on interaction barriers displayed by Professor 
Jack. 
Morgan: His quick response to emails and made it very convenient to be able to interact 
with him. I mean, I felt like he was accessible all the time. I told somebody a few 
days ago I said, "you know, if I text him, he'd text back. If I email him, he'd email 
back. If I call him, he'll pick up the phone.” I've never had that before. The class 
immediately preceding this class [with another professor], I got an answer back 





 At the end of the course, I sent [Professor Jack] a message thanking him for his 
caring instruction. I did it because I haven't run into somebody that is that 
responsive. And, I had to put the word caring in there because he gave me the 
sense that he “actually cared.” His responsiveness gave me the feeling that he 
cared about the instruction that he was trying to give me. 
The positive effects on interaction barriers directly related to the framework 
focused on approachability and outreach.  These effects were tied to the tactics used by 
Professor Jack in the areas of Attention and Confirmation. Specifically, the act of 
reminding students about office hours sessions, inviting students to attend office hours, 
and publicly acknowledging in class those who did attend. 
Frank: I really enjoy [Professor Jack’s] weekly video post where he reviewed you know 
"here's what's coming up. Here's what to do this week. Here's what's coming up 
next week." Maybe went in depth a little bit of what's going on. I really enjoyed 
that part of it. 
Hannah: Well, I think what motivated me to attend is I'm just an intrinsic learner. I mean, 
I want to hear everything I can hear about it. But, I think that the emails, the 
announcements of the reminders of when the meetings are, and he sent out a little 
notice that said “hey, thanks for coming.” I thought that was pretty cool because 
even though I wasn't [always] on the list, I thought it was good for those people 
that did make it an then it was kind of like "Dang. I wish I was there. I could have 
been on that list too." I thought that was kind of a neat thing, and then maybe 




Professor Joanne admitted she did not use much of the framework and what she 
did use was in reaction to poor performances from her students on the first assignment.  
Prior to using the framework, Joanne had office hours by appointment for students to use, 
but she admitted they rarely were.  Most of her communications with students was done 
via email, but those communications were less effective than she had hoped, which is 
why she chose to use the framework. She also indicated the use of the framework has 
adjusted the way she likes to communicate with students during office hours within 
online classes. 
Researcher: How do you like to interact with their students during office hours?  
Joanne: So, what I did, and I actually liked it, what I did was set up the times. I did [an 
online] poll to see who was available at the most times. And, I set up [office hours 
sessions] for each assignment, and I was just available on [a web conference 
software]. I would pop into their regular [web conference session] where we have 
our class [and post], "Hey guys, I'm here from 4:00 to 5:30 today. Message me 
when you hop on let me know you're here, I'll turn on my camera, it's off right 
now, but I am here" and I just kind of hung out in the first three sessions. Students 
came pretty quickly right around the time it started. In the first 2 sessions, some of 
them stayed the whole time just to listen to what everyone else was saying, which 
is a little bit creepy, but it was fine. I wanted it to be helpful to them. I wanted 
them to be able to feel like they can, if they need to, ramble to get to their point. 
That's fine in office hours. It's kind of one of the things that is, for me, a tenant of 
office hours. They might not know exactly how to phrase a question, but let's 
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figure out what you're trying to ask, so that might be a little more casual than 
some folks. But, I still want it to be fairly professional. I'm not going to answer 
office hours [questions from an inappropriate location or] like "hey y'all, it's [me], 
I'm here to help." I'm not going to do that. It's weird because all my students, for 
the most part, are older than me. And I feel like some of them look at me and 
think that I'm like their kid or their grandkid. So, I try to stay professional.  
Researcher: When you're answering student questions during office hours, do you find 
students are more satisfied with the confirmation type answer, whether it's a quick 
yes or no, or do they like the detailed responses where you go into length about 
how they can improve and what areas are right and wrong?  
Joanne: I think initially they want that yes or no answer. I think they want to hear first 
and foremost, yes, I'm on the right track or no, I'm not. But of course, that's never 
really a substantial answer. It's "what can we do? It's not on the right track. Here's 
what you need to do." Or, "yes, it's on the right track. I think this is good, but let's 
think about these little tweaks that you can do to maybe make it a little bit 
stronger." So, I think it has to start out with where are you? Are you good or are 
you bad or you somewhere in the middle on this assignment, so they know how to 
feel about it and they know what kind of work they still need to do on it. I don't 
want to say "yes, great" and give them a whole litany of things that they need to 
address or "no, this is terrible" and they turn it in and it's fine. They have to know 
upfront if it's yay or nay.  
Researcher: What about with email communications? Do you find the same train of 
thought applies?  
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Joanne: I think in the email they tend to want "is this right or is this wrong" a little bit 
more. I don't feel like there's as much of an opportunity [for conversation], save 
for a few in my class. Most of them want "did I do this right" and a lot of them I 
could answer their email with a yes or no. Yes, it's good. No, it's not good and 
they would be fine with that. I think when it becomes a virtual office hour 
situation they want a little bit more of a narrative…I reached out to [some 
underperforming students] with "this is the opportunity you have" [through email] 
and in comments on their grades. "Hey look, I really think you should do this" 
and some of them did. Most of them just ignored it and didn't do great. So, I did 
kind of reach out like "hey you didn't do so great let me know if you have 
questions about what I sent you on your feedback in [the LMS], because I don't 
know what questions you have if you don't respond to me." Some of them 
responded, some didn't, and all those exchanges end up happening via email. 
Joanne indicated she did not have a communication preference when it came to 
her students, the class, or student-instructor interaction.  She also indicated she was 
already using several different computer-mediated communication tools in her 
professional life that she felt she could meet the communication needs of her students 
without issue.  Her students, Alex and Marie, appreciated Professor Joanne’s willingness 
to communicate and make herself available, but these students also differed in opinion 
regarding the importance of these communications or interactions. 




Alex: I think it's extremely important. Because with online [classes], you're not able to 
be with the professor in-person most of the time. Having interactions gives both 
parties a chance to understand how each other operates, who they are, and that 
may help in understanding the assignments or understanding the work that 
submitted by the person.  I'm a relationship-based person, so I try to make some 
kind of connection with my professors. That way, I can kind of understand them, 
know how they operate, and they can know me and know how I operate. So, that 
once they give my work, I’m not just a student who did this homework. They 
understand who I am and how I write, or why I do it this way. 
 
Marie: In this particular class, I felt [Professor Joanne] was responsive to any emails. I 
felt that she would have been happy to schedule individual meetings with me or 
meet with a small group of us at any point, had we simply requested it. So, I 
wasn't that it was necessary in this class. I do think as a general rule, though, not 
all professors are able to convey that level of accessibility, availability, and 
interest in really helping you through their online class. So, in some situations, 
office hours might be helpful. I know that's kind of across the board, but those are 
just sort of my feelings about it. Generally, I think it's probably good to have 
them. In this particular instance, I found them helpful, but maybe not necessary.  
Researcher: Do you feel student-instructor interaction within an online class is necessary?  
Marie: Across the board, perhaps no but I think if I had not had that direct interaction 
[with Professor Joanne], I probably would say no. But, seeing as how it benefited 
me, [I would say] maybe not necessary but certainly very well helpful. 
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Researcher: Do you feel it's important for students to interact with their instructor within 
an online class? 
Marie: I think it can be helpful. I don't think it's necessary. I appreciate that when a 
professor is real and it's not going to pretend they’re in an environment they're 
not. You know, wearing a suit with a fake background or whatever.  
Alex went on to say the relationship she felt she built with Professor Joanne help 
to motivate her within the class. Marie, on the other hand, indicated she valued the 
relationship she built with Professor Joanne, but that she could have done as well in the 
course if the relationship was not present.  She kept reiterating the same sentiment 
throughout the interview when talking about the importance of student-instructor 
interaction or relationship development, “I think it can be helpful. I don't think it's 
necessary.” 
Unlike facilitation barriers, Alex and Marie did not experience many interaction 
barriers that prevented them from interaction with Professor Joanne.  Both participants 
indicated they had no problem approaching their instructor to ask questions when needed, 
but they did indicate some negative effects related to approaching other past instructors 
during office hours.  Again, these barriers and negative experiences were not directly 
related to Professor Joanne or her use of the framework within the course.  Alex 
experienced some interaction issues when she first started taking online classes. 
You don't get that face-to-face interaction. You don't get to see your professor but 
maybe once a week and it's only a short amount of time. And most of that time is 
instruction, so you don't get a chance to talk. You don't get a chance to ask those 
questions, maybe about the program or other questions or concerns that you have. 
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I feel like [that] chance to ask those questions and to get the answers that you 
need [is important] because things could get translated differently or be 
understood differently with the digital age, and text, and things like that. I may 
read something one way or someone else may read the same information [a 
different way], and they're confused on how to do assignment. So, I think it's 
extremely important. 
The interaction barrier Marie experienced was apprehension.  Her apprehension 
stemmed from interacting with the instructor but also included using a virtual technology 
for these interactions. 
I think online [communication] has made students feel a bit more comfortable and 
I don't know if it's because they're accustomed to engaging with lots of people 
through this platform. I really don't know what it is, but I think that's definitely 
what stopped me in the past. [Professors have] said they are available, but are 
they? And, am I setting myself up to just like not look smart to them, or whatever. 
Marie clarified that her use of the word “smart” included the inability to use the 
virtual communication technology effectively to participate in office hours or interact 
with her instructors. It also referred to her apprehension towards speaking up in class or 
asking questions during office hours. 
 Alex and Marie also reported several positive effects on interaction barriers 
experienced with the course taught by Professor Joanne.  Some of these effects were 
directly related to the professor’s use of the framework, while others were related to the 
professor herself. These effects included the outreach to student by Professor Joanne and 
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the approachability of Professor Joanne.  Only outreach was directly related to Joanne’s 
use of the framework. 
Researcher: Did the act of her reaching out and gathering information influence your 
perception of her?  
Alex: It did add another level of respect for me. But, I have a respect for [Professor 
Joanne] for taking that time out, number one to create where we could put the 
times of our availability and then also for her to have those times and be available 
when she probably could have been doing anything else. But she took time to be 
available for us to ask questions or help us. 
Both participants agreed the approachability of Professor Joanne was an important 
positive effect, but that effect was directly related to the professor, not the use of the 
framework in the class. 
Marie: I feel that that availability and that access, even when students don't take 
advantage of it, is important. I think it sends a message from [Professor Joanne] 
that tells the students, it shows the students, that they are here to support, they’re 
available to support, and even I think when students don't take advantage of it, it's 
comforting to know that this that [Professor Joanne] is available in that way. For 
me, and for this particular class, I felt that the professor was responsive to any 
emails. I felt that she would have been happy to schedule individual meetings 
with me or meet with a small group of us at any point, had we simply requested it. 
Alex: [Professor Joanne] was able to understand my feelings and thoughts towards this 
assignment. And, I was able to understand the purpose or the reason behind this 
assignment and I feel like getting an understanding, not just going through the 
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motions, make everything more enjoyable because you become more passionate 
about it and what you're doing.  
Case 3 
Professor Jane is similar to Professor Jack in that she took a whenever-wherever-
however approach to interacting with her students. She had scheduled office hours in her 
class, she used the framework to adjust those office hours based on student needs through 
the semester, and she used a number of computer-mediated technologies to communicate 
with her students.  She expressed as much in her interview responses. 
Researcher: How do you prefer to interact with students in your courses?  
Jane: So, it depends on the purpose. If a student is upset or working through problem, 
whether it be for my class or something different, I'd prefer that synchronous 
[communication] because then I feel like we can get [to it and] I can understand a 
little bit more. In email, I think some of that context is lost. If the purpose is to 
answer a question about an assignment, I feel like that can be done in writing. So, 
there are benefits to putting an answer in writing in the email because then I can 
copy and paste that into the frequently asked questions [in the course]. It also 
worked for some students that a written note is needed, if they need clarification. 
So, if I had them synchronously come into [a conference] and they didn't have it 
in writing, then they might forget. So, sometimes I have [used email] in that 
situation because maybe, for whatever reason, I didn't understand the purpose. 
But, then I knew that they would need to remember that. Then, I try to remember 
to put that in the announcement or the FAQ discussion. So, it depends on the 




I think it also depends on how the course is being taught.  I'm comfortable with 
asynchronous. I think [asynchronous courses] require a lot more discussion. A lot 
more touches as far as communication via email, office hours, and things like that 
to increase the engagement with the students and the relationship. And I think that 
grad/undergrad is also different. So, how asynchronous versus synchronous 
differs, the needs are different for grad and underground. In my classes, my grad 
students are going to need more touches and more contact to actually work on 
projects or to answer questions. And, my grad students are little bit more self-
sufficient, I can post information and I can be a little bit more comfortable that 
they're going to read it and follow the directions and dig through it. But, my 
undergrad students they need reminders. So, this semester [with my undergrads], 
I've used checklists or a checklist page so that they can access the materials 
through the module but the very first page of that module is sort of a checklist of 
what they have to do each day of the week. That seems to help.  
Professor Jane’s students responded well to her use of the framework, interaction 
methods, immediacy, and availability throughout the semester. All student participants 
within Case 3 had favorable things to say about Professor Jane and the interactions they 
had with her. 
Researcher: How would you describe your interactions with [Professor Jane]?  
Ali: Really positive, I mean, she answered emails from within a day. You know, you 
can email and probably [get a response] the next day. For example, my quiz 
discussion. I sent that on a Saturday and I think she replied to me on a Sunday. 
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So, it's not just weekday stuff, it's also in the weekend. Not that I expect them to 
do it on the weekend because I don't respond to my students on the weekend. 
And, she posts announcements for any information, if there's a change to an 
assignment or a change to our meeting time or anything like that. A lot of this 
stuff gets covered in our face-to-face class instruction where she would kind of go 
over everything, but she's one of those teachers. I could easily reach out to and 
know that I'm going to get response. And, I'm not an email person whatsoever, I 
rather face to face interaction just because I feel like I understand better. 
 
Sam: Always positive. I could always ask her questions and she be like "OK. Well let's 
go back to this. Or, you know, let's talk about this." So yeah, it was definitely 
more positive than negative, good always outweighs the bad.  
Researcher: How about with emails? Do you find she gave you enough information and 
emails?  
Sam: Yeah, let me give you an example. We did lesson plans. We have to do a two 
lesson plans, the final and the other one was at the beginning. I wasn't 
understanding [the assignment], so I emailed her. She said, “I can meet right 
now,” on something. I was in class at that time, so I cannot meet her.  I replied 
and I told her, “Well, I can't meet right now, but I'm willing to meet with you 
tomorrow. If that's OK." We ended up meeting the next day, but she still emailed 
me like a ton of information that helped me out tremendously. So, that was 
something I couldn't take for granted, I just used it and I made a passing grade.  
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Researcher: Is it important for you then that instructors look like they're making time or 
making an effort?  
Sam: Yes.  
 
Lori: She was actually, I'm not gonna lie, she was instrumental in getting me, at the 
beginning of the semester I almost dropped out. That's just how heavy of a course 
load that I had. This is my first [semester at the university] and with the program, 
so I came in not knowing what to expect. It was, I think it was like the first or 
second class that we had, I stayed after [class] and she was the one who kinda 
talked me into not giving up and she was the one who contacted my advisor and 
really got the ball rolling for me, because I didn't know what to do at that point. I 
was just kind of shutting down and I think she noticed it.  
Researcher: How important is the ability to interact with your instructor within an online 
class?  
Lori: I think it's the most important thing.  
Researcher: How was interacting with [Professor Jane] different than other interactions 
you've had with instructors in other online classes?  
Lori: It was there. I knew that I could go to her, even if I chose not to. I knew that I 
could make an appointment with her. And, I knew that she would respond right 
away when, based on experience, that didn't always happen with other teachers. I 
think just knowing that it was there for me when I needed it really helped.  




Lori: Very much so, yes.  
Researcher: What exactly did [your professor] do to make her more approachable?  
Lori: I think that during class time, like actual class time when everybody was there, the 
expectations that she had from everybody. That's what set her apart from the other 
teachers that I had, because I knew what we were supposed to do, when we were 
supposed to do it. So, I mean, she had everything lined up for us and if we didn't 
get it done. We didn't get it done. So, I mean, to me she didn't falter and then she 
was fair. She included everybody. So, during class times she made me feel 
comfortable enough that I felt like I could go to her. That was just her personality. 
All three student participants also indicated they have experienced interaction 
barriers as an online student.  Not every participant indicated they experienced every 
negative effect to these interaction barriers identified within the study.  For example, Sam 
was the only respondent who indicated she experienced issues interacting with an 
instructor that discouraged further student-instructor interactions.  Sam and Lori both 
indicated that instructor approachability was a factor that discouraged student-instructor 
interaction within online classes they had taken.  And, Ali was the only respondent who 
indicated the facilitation of student-instructor interactions, or the difficulty experienced 
when trying to communicate with an instructor through computer-mediated 
communication technologies, discouraged any future interaction.  But, all three 
participants indicated they experienced some sort of apprehension, or something occurred 




Ali: Undergrad, I don't think it was office hours that was the problem, I think it's you 
don't want to reach out to your professor because you're like "I don't know how to 
address this and I don't wanna sound stupid."  
Researcher: So, in undergrad, you saw an apprehension to attend as some sort of 
intimidation factor?  
Ali: Yes, yes, that's how I would word it. 
 
Sam: I'm not afraid to ask a question [in class]. But, if I feel like the question is just a 
little bit “off,” I'm gonna wait or email [Professor Jane] and say "hey, can we get 
on Zoom at this time" and she'll get on a meeting with me and explain what I'm 
having trouble with. But, I don't like bothering people. I know she tells me that it's 
my job to bother her because I'm paying for the class, but it's just something about 
it. 
Researcher: Why is it bothering people just to ask a question?  
Sam: I don't know. It's like, it makes my anxiety like fluctuate, like I feel like I'm just 
bothering you. Like, I knew I was bothering you when I missed the meeting and 
then I asked you to reschedule. I was like “this made him horrible person.” 
Researcher: Are you apprehensive about bothering professors?  
Sam: Yes. 
Researcher: So, if you have a question and you don't know if it's a good question.  
Sam: I will not ask it.  
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Researcher: Would you try to ask that question over email or in a one-on-one setting, so 
you don't feel conflicted about asking your possibly dumb question in front of a 
group of people?  
Sam: No. OK, what I would do is I ask my classmates and then if they be like "I'm not 
sure" or whatever, because we'll be texting in the GroupMe while class is going 
on and be like "hey, what did she just say?" Like, if they don't get it then I'd be 
like, "can you go back and you run it right back? Please run it back one more 
time."  
Researcher: So, you're the spokesperson for your group.  
Sam: Yes, I am because they know I'm gonna ask. 
Researcher: So, if you feel comfortable around the instructor, or at least asking questions 
in class, does that reduce the "I don't want to bother them" apprehension?  
Sam: Yes. 
 
Researcher: Do you try not to bother your instructors when you can avoid it?  
Lori: Yeah. 
Researcher: Is that important for you?  
Lori: Yes, because I don't wanna seem like I'm too needy and I don't wanna seem like 
I'm after something, when I may not necessarily be. But, you don't know how 
another person is going to take what it is you're asking. 
Researcher: It would be easier to bring up a question you think might bother your 




Lori: If I feel like it's a bothersome question, I would rather do it face to face. Only 
because I feel if it's gonna be a bother, I want to read how the teacher is going to 
take it. I can't do that in an email, so yeah, I would rather it face to face. That gets 
it over a whole lot faster.  
Researcher: Does the sense of bothering the professor stop you from interacting with 
[instructors]?  
Lori: Yes. 
Sam connected her thoughts and opinions on apprehension to approachability, or 
how approachable she felt an instructor was based on previous interactions and how they 
presented themselves during the class.  If she felt she could approach the instructor, she 
would be less apprehensive about doing so. 
Researcher: Is it important that instructors look like they're making time or making an 
effort?  
Sam: Yes.  
Researcher: Does approachability of the instructor have any factor on whether you attend 
office hours?  
Sam: Yes and no, like if I could tell that if you don't look approachable, then I'm not. 
I'm going to email you. If they don't email me back or just don't seem like they get 
what I'm trying to say. Well, then can we set up a time to meet on [whatever web 
conference] platform they are using.  
Lori viewed instructor approachability from a more personal approach where she 
felt an instructor was approachable if they were personable and appeared to care about 
their students, their course, and that students were mastering the material of their course. 
 
204 
If she did not get this sense from the instructor, that discouraged her interactions with 
them. 
Researcher: Do you feel it's important to have that sense that the instructor cares about 
you?  
Lori: Yes.  
Researcher: Have you ever had an instructor where you didn't get that sense?  
Lori: Yes. 
Researcher: And, how did that affect your performance in that class?  
Lori: I didn't want to go to that class. And, I definitely didn't wanna do any of the work 
in that class. But, the instances that I'm talking about weren't a face to face class. 
It was the fully online and they didn't have [any synchronous lectures] or anything 
like that, so there was no teacher contact to begin with. But, in those particular 
classes, those two times [I did try to contact the professor], in the very beginning 
[of the class], I felt as if it would be a bother if we contacted [the instructors] 
anymore. 
That analysis did not find any negative effects to interaction barriers related to the 
framework or the use of the framework by Professor Jane within her class. However, it 
did find a positive effect on interactions barriers that was directly related to the 
framework. This positive effect focuses on an outreach activity conducted by Professor 
Jane and contributed to the audience analysis component of the framework. Specifically, 
the use of a student survey during the audience analysis component invited students to 
give their opinion and input on office hours. 
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Researcher: The act of surveying or gathering information about their students, did that 
change or influence your perception of the instructor?  
Ali: It definitely [did], it was nice to [have] input about where office hours would 
work best for my schedule. It's typically that format of “this is what I have 
available, but I'm always happy that they follow up with the flexibility of it, but 
I'm flexible if you need me kind of thing so.” But it was nice to have an input to 
it.  
Researcher: Do you think that input is a necessary thing for online classes?  
Ali: Yes, it's good to know what works for everybody, especially like, I was teaching 
in the virtual world from August to the beginning of October, and I offered online 
[hours] where I was literally in front of my computer and I offered it to my kids at 
multiple times and to know that they didn't even log on, it was like, “huh.” It kind 
of put into perspective the professor’s point of view versus a student point of 
view. I probably should have gotten feedback on them of like "hey, what time 
works best for you," you know.  
Researcher: Have you had any other instructors survey students to get information about 
them before class starts?  
Ali: No, [not] any kind of office hours or anything like that. It was pretty much like, 
"hey, this is what I have available," but they always offer "but I'm flexible, email 
me and if that doesn't work for you," they are always willing.  
In addition, the analysis also found positive effects on interaction barriers directly 
related to the professor or how Professor Jane approached interactions with her students.  
These positive effects focused on what she did to make herself approachable for her 
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students and the outreach she did as part of the class, where Professor Jane informed 
students of upcoming events and invited students into conversations. 
Lori: It was there. I knew that I could go to her, even if I chose not to. I knew that I 
could make an appointment with her. I knew that she would respond right away 
when, based on experience, that didn't always happen with other teachers.  
Researcher: What exactly did [Professor Jane] do to make herself more approachable? 
Lori: I think that during class time, like actual class time when everybody was there, the 
expectations that she had for everybody, that's what set her apart from the other 
teachers that I had. I knew what it was we were supposed to do and when we were 
supposed to do it. So, she had everything lined up for us and if we didn't get it 
done, we didn't get it done. She didn't falter and she was fair. She included 
everybody. So, during class times she made me feel comfortable enough that I felt 
like I could go to her. 
 
Researcher: Was it the way that [your instructor] interacted with you or was it the 
personability she put into her communications that made the difference? 
Ali: Personability, even discussions through email [Professor Jane] had a professional 
way about [them]. But in a sense like, email communication is really sticky 
because you can come off as being rude without even trying or you can come off 
as being, I don't know, there's a tone with the email that you have to be careful 
about. [Professor Jane] did it really well. It felt relatable. I haven't had any bad 
interactions over email but I know that it could take the turn. I'm very conscious 
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of when I'm writing an email to do the same and keep my tone a certain way 
because I don't want to come across as that impersonable. 
 
Sam: [Professor Jane], one day she caught me slipping because I had joined class very 
late and that day I was having an emotional breakdown. Like, I was going through 
the works, life was whoopin' my ass. And, [Professor Jane] was like, "what's 
wrong." It's like, I turned my camera off but I didn't turn my mic off and she 
heard me breaking down or whatever. She's like, "Well, do you know where to go 
to get help?" I said, “Yes, ma'am, I'm fine, I'm good, I'm good,” but she opened 
the door to where she was like, "OK. But if you need you know extension on your 
work then you let me know."  
Research Question #3. What effect did the design framework have on student and 
faculty perceptions of office hours within online classes?  An online course and office 
hours are more than barriers and interactions. Data analysis of the study has previously 
discussed how student and faculty participants have defined office hours, discussed 
participant knowledge of office hours, identified barriers to attending office hours, and 
addressed how the framework, or use of the framework, has affected those barriers. This 
analysis sought to determine what else may have been affected by the use of the 
framework within the online class. These results may have been intentional or 
unintentional and may include, but are not limited to, any changes in office hours 
perceptions, how participants thought office hours should be conducted with online 




Professor Jack chose to focus his responses to what happened in the class and 
what he felt the use of the framework made possible within the class.  These responses 
were partially related to facilitation and interaction barriers discussed earlier but his 
responses highlighted what the framework helped him do within this class that allowed 
him to address certain barriers he believed students within the class possessed. 
Researcher: How would you describe your experience using the framework to facilitate 
office hours in this class?  
Jack: It kinda helps me put some pieces together. I never really considered the 
marketing aspect [of office hours] as being that big of a deal, but I seem to be 
getting more contacts [from students] this time than I have in the past. So 
apparently it is. It's not just at the beginning of the course, but throughout the 
course just to let them know that I'm genuine at being available. And I think that 
gives them a sense of security as well. So, I did up the ante on marketing office 
hours. I [spent] more time this time encouraging [students] to reach me. And, I 
think I've had more response that way, but again, it's been mostly emails and 
[LMS] messaging. I spent a little more time trying to finesse them to call me, to 
contact me in some way if they had questions.  I kind of tied that into the whole 
“break the ice” thing where everyone [is] just posting a written copy of their 
biography, which I had done up to that point. So, a little more planned this time, 
little more thinking about how I might encourage you to reach out to me.  
Researcher: Did you see any kind of an increase in student interactions over this course 
of office hours?  
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Jack: I'm getting more emails. That's for sure. I mean, I'm not comparing them to what I 
had in the past, but it felt like I had more. Maybe a third more interactions from 
folks and I don't know necessarily why. It could have been for any number of 
reasons, including the fact that we're in the middle of a pandemic, and some of 
them have had some real issues to deal with. And, I think I’ve enjoyed it more. I 
like it when they contact me and aren't quiet because when they're terribly quiet, 
then it's kind of when I'm concerned about them. You know, and that concern 
usually is validated come turn in time for an assignment or something like that.  
And my weekly videos, of course, there was a lot of that in addition to the other 
things that I had [done]. Did it workout better? I think so. I think [students] were 
warmer, not as constrained in their responses, a little more relaxed or comfortable. 
So, when I opened up the encouragement and [communication] avenues a little 
more for them to contact me, and keep encouraging them to contact me, they did 
contact me. They seemed more comfortable than in past classes.  
Researcher: How motivated are you to use this framework in the future?  
Jack: I'm going to use it again this time, but I may adapt it as I see the situation change. 
You know, I think each course is a different opportunity to learn something new, 
for me, and if I find something needs adapt, it'll certainly do that. But, I think, you 
know overall, I have at least a foundation to start with and that seems to work 
pretty well this last time. And, you know, just being open to the possibility of an 
evolution. An iteration, if you will, going from course to course, depending on the 
students and the situation. 
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Throughout the interview, Jack indicated he felt the framework was providing an 
increase in student-instructor interaction throughout the course, more so than in other 
courses he had taught online.  He indicated he was seeing more office hours participation 
than he had in previous courses.  And, he felt those who did contact him, either through 
office hours or not, were performing better in the class. He finished the interview by 
saying he would continue to use the framework in some form or another in future classes, 
adjusting it to fit with the course, content, and student makeup. 
The students in Professor Jack’s class focused their responses on two themes: 
email office hours and office hours improvements.  The first being the idea that office 
hours style interactions could or could not be done effectively via email, which may have 
come from Professor’s Jacks increased student interactions through email or LMS 
messaging. Student participant views were mixed on this subject. The majority of 
variance within this topic came from the inability to synchronously converse with the 
instructor when needed. 
Frank: Some of the concepts that are taught in class, I don't know how I could understand 
them if I didn't have any real-world experience. [For example], a 360 review. If 
you've never done one or never been a part of one, do you really know what that 
really means?  To see information coming back from peer or direct report that's 
kind of scathing, sometimes. I think you can read about it but unless you've been a 
part of that it's hard to understand that. So, there may be some questions that a 
student has where they don't understand [it if they haven’t seen it]. They can read 
about it but that kind of conversation may be needed [live with an instructor] to 
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understand the context that it's in, and a worldwide view of how does this fit into 
what we're talking about. 
 
Researcher: How would you react to an instructor who tries to do office hours strictly 
over email or some other sort of asynchronous communication tool like email?  
Kelly: Well, then it wouldn't really be office hours. I guess, I mean, it technically would 
because you could send them an email during that time and you would get a 
response, and that could work. But, it just for me it's it goes back to 
personalization. I like that little bit of interaction. 
 
Researcher: Do you think office hours could be done effectively via email or some or the 
other sort of text based asynchronous communication tool?  
Hannah: Depending on what the content is about. I mean it can be. In my first research 
class, the first paper I turned in I got an F. I was absolutely in no mood to text or 
email. I called him and I wanted specifics and how I needed to fix it. So, I think 
that depending on what it is you're talking about, email and text can be fine. 
 
Researcher: Could office hours be done via email?  
Gabe: For me personally, I feel like that's work. I think we all, especially me, I get [so] 
many emails in a day. I think that's the benefit of having like the opportunity to do 
it on [a web conference software], or you know some online platform. With email, 
[that] just comes down to another thing. That's another task that you have to 
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complete in the day. Like, if I have a question, yeah I can email it but if I know 
I'm going to have the opportunity to discuss it on this particular day, I would. 
Morgan: I still think that there's going to be times when someone needs to speak to an 
instructor about something. There's gonna be times over the course of study. It's 
gonna be a time where we need to get some stuff and get an understanding of 
something. 
Professor Jack’s students seemed to appreciate his use of email, the immediacy in 
which he responded via email, and the personability he conveyed through email.  Every 
student participant in this case expressed their appreciation for this method of interaction 
with him.  However, many of these participants also felt email could not replace office 
hours, and there were some conversations that could only be handled effectively though a 
synchronous form of communication, whether that was through office hours or not. 
On the theme of office hours improvements, the responses were a bit more 
sporadic. Some student participants thought office hours were fine and did not need 
improvement. Other students had quite a lot to say on the topic.  The areas where students 
felt improvements could be made, however, were found in the areas of student 
availability, opinion, and adapting office hours to fit the situation, not the preferences of 
the instructor. 
Researcher: How would you design an office hour structure to make online classes 
better? 
Kelly: I think for me it really depends on you know the subject and how the class is set 
up. For example, with [Professor Jack’s] class, there was a lot of discussion, there 
was a lot of responding to peoples posts within discussions, and I think the way 
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that he set up the office hours, it was just right for the course. Whereas [in 
another] course, [we] had zero [office hours]. For that course you may not have 
needed because it was [a] "read this chapter and..." [setup]. 
Hannah: Find out where their students are, what their students are doing, and how can they 
best meet the needs of their students. I think having that pre-survey and I would 
think that they would use that inventory to determine when the best time to reach 
most of their students would be and to have an optional Office Hour time virtually 
so that you could meet with them.  
 
Researcher: Do you think that an established rule of engagement for communicating 
with instructors would help all students approach those instructors little easier?  
Gabe: I think letting it be known that there's a possibility [for interaction]. If I go back to 
[a previous] class, it was kind of evident that [student-instructor interaction] 
wasn't even an option. [At my previous university], I had professors that would 
say "I can't talk to you on the phone. I can't have a video conference with you. 
The only way I communicate his email." I mean, if that's all you can do, then 
that's all you can do. But, I it doesn't work for everybody. There are time sensitive 
things and email doesn't always [work for that], even if that's your preferred 
method of communication, it doesn't always make it the most efficient because 
you have to wait for the response.  
 
I think that everyone has different personalities, different communication types, 
and methods. I think that [one professor], she was different than [Professor Jack]. 
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[They were both] very approachable but her method of communication is 
different. How she personally communicates is different than his and she put 
certain things on the table to discuss. [Professor Jack’s] very personable but he 
keeps it pretty much to a certain topic right. So, once you are aware of what you 
can or should not be talking about, I think that's helpful for everybody. For those 
who think that it's the time and place to talk about anything and everything, all the 
time. For those that you know are not sure, and everybody in between, the clarity 
is always a good thing.  
Case 2 
Professor Joanne’s responses centered on how using the framework altered her 
perceptions of what office hours could be within online classes.  As an adjunct professor, 
Joanne was not “technically” required to hold office hours. She indicated she did because 
she thought students wanted or needed them, but she did not have any opinions on how 
they could be facilitated.  Her use of the framework within her class showed Joanne a 
different way to conduct office hours and how they could be used to improve student 
attentiveness and quality of work. 
Joanne: I found that by limiting [office hours], I only had four sessions throughout this 
semester, and I found that by telling them “These are the four sessions, this is the 
time, these are the days, and there won't be any other times," it did tend to make 
them be proactive and actually log in during those times. I did notice a little bit of 
a dip in the emails around those times. It's almost like because they knew they 
would have these office hours or "it's only a day away so I can wait," limiting 
them and making them less redundant. People were more likely to participate in 
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them because they didn't feel like, "Oh well, if I missed, there's another one 
tomorrow or the next day."  
 
I really wanted to make sure that when I was offering them strategically and the 
format was strategic. It was not, "you have to show up at this time and you have 
to log out by this time and it's one on one." I wanted to make sure that people 
could hop in and have a discussion. A couple of the sessions actually were very 
helpful because students had their own discussion and I was there to help and 
guide them and correct them. But, it was it was very helpful because they were 
forming a learning community amongst themselves regarding an assignment, 
research they were finding, or how to do things for the class. So, that was an 
unexpected benefit but it was good to be there to kind of guide them to make sure 
they didn't say anything that was not correct. And, students who came to office 
hours the [after] first assignment did much better on their assignments than the 
students who didn't [attend]. I could see when I was reading and grading the 
assignment. I could see things that they had implemented from the office hours 
that we had talked about. That's when I realized I can't force people to come to 
them. But, I have to offer them to people who want them because it did benefit 
those students. 
Similar to the previous case, student participant responses focused on the two 
themes identified earlier: email office hours and office hour improvements.  The 
responses take into account student experiences from their class with Professor Joanne, 
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but these responses still fall within the same themes. However, both student responses to 
email office hours produced similar results and are not as varied as the previous case. 
Researcher: Could office hours in online classes be conducted via email?  
Alex: Sometimes. But, I do think that it's important to have times where [instructors are 
available] for people to drop in and talk, like through [a web conference software 
or face-to-face]. I think sometimes it can be emailed, depending on what it is, but 
I email my professors at least once a week and when I'm talking [to them] one on 
one, it's instant access. You get your instant answer, instant feedback, and 
sometimes that's all you need, it's really quick, and you're able to get a more clear 
understanding sometimes. Sometimes we don't know how to formulate the words 
or type the words exactly in an email, how we're trying to convey it through 
email, and sometimes it's easier just to say it.  
Marie: God I wish. I think that there's a lot that can be achieved by email, but I think [that 
would] completely eliminated the opportunity to have the more organic 
discussion. I think things come out in discussion that are just not going to come 
out in email. So, I think email can be an important step and can work for a lot of 
the issues. I try to handle as much by email as possible, both as an instructor and 
as a student, but again, I don't think that email serves the need completely. 
Ways upon which office hours could be improved, however, was a bit different.  
Alex felt the office hours she participated in with Professor Joanne were “great” and did 
not need to be improved upon. Alex later indicated she would be happy if that office 
hours setup were used in any of her other classes, past or future.  Marie, however, did 
have some opinions on how office hours could be improved upon, but those 
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improvements were more about adding to the structure Professor Joanne used rather than 
taking away or modifying it. 
Marie: I would sort of do a hybrid model. I think the group office hours, which is 
something I had never really experienced, I thought a combination [of those and] 
times to make individual appointments during office hour slots, could be 
something you could apply online and maybe get a different way to reach 
students. So, students always know that Monday from noon to three, if they need 
to talk then that you're going to be there for that part of it. You're going to be 
available. They can make an appointment. They always know that's there, and 
then I would do the added sort of approach that [Professor Jane] took, where 
[there were group office hours] around larger assignments. 
 
Case 3 
Jane chose to focus her responses to this question around her perceptions of office 
hours facilitation, what they were, and what they morphed into after using the framework. 
Specifically, how she defined office hours and the communication styles she could 
incorporate into the practice, which also altered the computer-mediated technologies she 
could use within office hours facilitation. 
Researcher: Do you like office hours? 
Jane: I have enjoyed them this semester. Previously, I didn't but that was because we 
were having hybrid or synchronous classes and I was only doing [one-on-one] 
office hours. Now, [I’m using] email and discussion boards but I also feel like the 
way that I've improved this semester is utilizing more of the frequently asked 
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questions. I do think that over this semester, the work that we've put into office 
hours, or I put into office hours with the students, it has improved their 
understanding of what office hours are for, but I think I still have some work to do 
in that area.  
Researcher: How were office hours different in this class compared to your previous 
classes? 
Jane: So, my first word that came to mind when you ask that question was intentional. 
There was a lot more intentionality put into this, these office hours. I purposely 
tried to get that engagement and build that or decrease that apprehension for 
coming to office hours or emailing me. It reduces the amount of time that students 
are asking questions as part of class and we got more instruction done, which then 
impacted how well they did on an assignment, and perhaps it redistributed the 
type of feedback that I'm giving them in the end. I'm not spending more [time in] 
office hours, necessarily. I’m probably spending the same amount of time but it 
seems different because it's not always face to face or synchronous. It's a mix of 
email and synchronous communication for office hours.  
Researcher: How do you think [office hours] should be run in, your perfect world?  
Jane: I think they should be a mix between synchronous and asynchronous. That email 
should be included as part of that Office Hour description and instructors 
understanding of what office hours are. I think having some intentional topical 
kind of synchronous chats would be good to have at the beginning and then the 
availability to make appointments with the instructors to make a meeting...rather 
than listing a time period that I’m available, I may list [times] when I’m not 
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available but make it clear that I’m available for online office hours in various 
formats. And, I’ve been brainstorming how to intentionally prompt both 
synchronous and asynchronous communication next semester through a variety of 
different formats. 
Jane indicated that her increased enjoyment of office hours over the semester has 
led to her planning to use the framework in future semesters. She found the students were 
able to get answers to their questions easier, which increased their productivity in the 
course, and the expansion of office hours to more than single one-on-one meetings 
allowed her weekly course lectures to become more efficient.   
Regarding email office hours, the student’s participants in this case differed in 
their opinions from student participants in the other cases.  All three participants 
indicated that office hours, or office hours interactions, could be done through email if an 
alternative face-to-face option was also available to them. This alternative option was 
usually defined as the traditional “by appointment” setup and most participants indicated 
they typically email questions rather than requesting appointments.  However, the need 
for that alternative option persisted with each participant, partially because every 
participant indicated there were situations where email would not provide enough 
interaction or communication. 
Ali: There are some questions that can be answered in an email, but there's going to be 
some students that are more like me. I'm more of a face-to-face conversation 
person, so having that option to do an appointment really does make a difference. 
Where student participants chose to focus their response to this question was in 
how office hours for online classes could be improved upon, and many of the responses 
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focused on past office hours experiences, not necessarily the experiences they had in 
Professor Jane’s class. 
Ali: Consistency across the board. So, [an instructor says] that “this is my email office 
hours from this time to this time or face to face from this time to this time,” [that] 
would be required. Having that program across the board [in all classes], so that 
all students knew how to use [office hours]. I know my undergrad [classes were 
confusing]. [If] that would be part of the intro class, like “we use this program and 
every one of your professors will use this,” that would be golden for me. But, I 
find in grad school, you need a lot more interaction [with instructors to] thrive in 
grad school, having those relationships with your professors, where as an 
undergrad having that one time required maybe with your advisor to just say like 
"hey, this is office hours and this is kind of what the definition is" to kind of break 
that ice for undergrad. So, it would look different in the two senses. 
 
Researcher: Do you think office hours would be better if instructors had some sort of a 
format to follow, so that office hours were consistent across all classes?  
Ali: Yes, that was one of the things when I saw that it was office hours like your topic. 
That was one thing I was like, “I do want to bring that up.” It's like having some 
type of set policy or like set program that the whole University would use, where 
it's communal across the board. If there was some type of program that students 
could know that, "OK, if I go in here and I use this to schedule my office hour. I'll 
get a confirmation. My teacher will get a confirmation and we'll you know you 




Lori: Before this past semester, I never even heard an online instructor tell me, "Hey, 
this is my office time. You can come here, here and here." Now, it may have been 
printed in the syllabus on page 23 and was never even discussed.  I would 
advertise [office hours] a little bit more. I would make it easily accessible to get 
to. So, if you're on your online class, maybe when you get into your online class 
on your dashboard, the second you go to that class you should be able to just click 
the very first link and either make an appointment or email the teacher. Like, that 
should be the very first thing that you should be able to do.  I would make it easily 
accessible and I would advertise it more. 
One student took her response a bit further, indicating there should be some 
consistency with office hours across all classes but instructors should make themselves 
more available for classes that were more difficult. This student also indicated office 
hours should be adjusted for large format classes where there are too many students to 
accommodate the traditional appointment system. 
Researcher: So, office hours availability should be gauged by how difficult the class is 
perceived to be? Is that the idea?  
Sam: Yes. Like calculus for example, my friend is a chemical engineer. She's going to 
be a chemical engineer and she has some math classes but basically it ends with 
calculus. So, if you know that the class is difficult then I will need you to have 
some flexible office hours where I could just pop in [like], "hey I need help with 
this." Or, like next semester I have laws in education. I don't know if it's gonna be 
hard, I'm going in with a positive mind about it because I'm really good at 
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remembering facts like that, but if it is a little difficult then I need him to be a 
little flexible and work with the student.  
Researcher: Would office hours have been better in other classes if those instructors had 
done what [your professor] did in her class?  
Sam: I would say yes, because in [another class], I couldn't really ask questions 
because, first of all, it is a huge group of us in that class. When I first looked at it, 
I thought “we are going to school or face to face.” I panicked because it was like 
175 to 200 of us in that class [and it was online]. So, she split [office hours to] 
where education majors came on Mondays and other people came on 
Wednesdays, [and it was by appointment]. But, in that class you couldn't ask as 
many questions as you [could during Professor Jane’s] class because of the 
amount of people that were in there.  
Researcher: So, in the larger classes like that, how would you make office hours better?  
Sam: I will need [that professor’s] office hours to be a like, with a class that big, I 
wouldn't mind her saying "hey, there's a zone meeting at 5:00 o'clock where you 
could pop in and ask questions." So, I would definitely pop in if I have a question 
about the curriculum, like about the things that are going on within the planes.  
Researcher: So, not splitting it up between the two groups, just having like an open forum 
for everyone to come and ask their questions.  
Sam: Yeah, it could be like more than two people [per meeting] because I understand 
that's a big huge class. So, even if the whole class [on a web conference], like ask your 
question because it's now or never. You always email, but [the professor of the large class 
was not] so good with emails, so.
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CHAPTER V – DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
The final chapter is a summary of the study in relation to the data collected, 
potential implications from the findings from the study, and recommendations for future 
research.  This summation will address the research questions posed at the beginning of 
the study in relation to the data collected as part of the study.  The potential implication 
of the findings will include how the framework could be used to enhance office hours 
within future online classes and how future research could investigate office hours 
attendance barriers.  Again, there is very little research available concerning office hours 
attendance barriers for online students or within online classes.  The findings of the study 
may help address the way these barriers are investigated in future research.  Finally, the 
study brought forth several avenues for future research.  Not all of these were related to 
office hours, the use of motivational design to enhance office hours, or the creation of a 
framework for instructors to follow when developing office hours for their online classes. 
But, they were brought up as part of the study and are potential research opportunities. 
Summary and Research Questions 
The research questions for the study are: (1) how effective were office hours in 
facilitating student-instructor interactions in online classes, (2) what barriers are present 
for online students participating in office hours, (3) how effective was the framework in 
addressing identified student barriers, and (4) how effective was the framework at 
improving student-instructor interaction during office hours?  The first two questions 
were originally intended to be addressed by the quantitative portion of the research 
methodology and the last two questions addressed by the qualitative portion of the 
research methodology, after the framework was developed and used by instructor 
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participants within their online classes.  However, in order to adequately address these 
questions, some research from both phases of the methodology maybe utilized. This 
section will also contain a brief summary of the research in its entirety and how the data 
collected relates to the use of the framework within online classes. 
How effective were office hours in facilitating student-instructor interactions in online 
classes? 
Student-instructor interaction within any course is beneficial. Within an online 
course, it is potentially more important because students do not have that constant in-
class reminder of being in class or listening to a professor in person.  Research has shown 
student-instructor interaction can positively affect student persistence (Gaytan, 2015; 
Lau, 2003; Tinto, 1975, 1997), retention (Pascarella et al., 2004; Tinto, 1997), academic 
performance (Cung et al., 2018; Guerrero & Rod, 2013; Jaggars & Xu, 2016; Tinto, 
1997), and academic motivation (Jaasma & Koper, 1999; Nadler & Nadler, 2000; Trolian 
et al., 2016).  From the data collected from this study, many online students agreed with 
this research, indicating interacting with instructors was a necessary component of an 
online class. Interview participants from the qualitative section suggested these student-
instructor interactions should not be required, or forced, throughout the class but should 
be available to help connect the instructor to the information they are sending to students 
and to provide students with an opportunity to ask questions or obtain assistance.  
However, depending on the type of online course being taught, students may not be 
presented with opportunities for engagement, or interaction, with their instructor (Fadde 
& Vu, 2014), thereby minimizing any benefits that may occur from student-instructor 
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interactions. If these interactions are not occurring within the structure of the course, 
office hours could provide an avenue for such interactions. 
The survey data collected also indicated the level of interaction needed decreased 
among undergraduate responses compared to graduate responses, and the interview data 
supports that finding.  Whether it is the nature of baccalaureate education or the 
complexities of the post-graduate degree program, interview participants who identified 
as having office hours experience at the undergraduate and graduate levels indicated the 
need for interaction was greater in their graduate degree programs.  They also indicated 
the ability to interact with their professors was greater in their graduate programs. 
As to how effective office hours within online classes are at facilitating these 
interactions, the simple answer is not very. This result comes from the number of people 
within the survey results who indicated they had never attended office hours, 60.7% of 
the sample population. It is unlikely these students are not interacting with their 
instructors, it’s more likely students are choosing not to use office hours to facilitate these 
interactions.  Student responses from the qualitative analysis support this finding by 
indicating that sometimes office hours within online classes were not an option either due 
to a lack of availability or scheduling conflicts.  Other respondents indicated office hours 
information was provided by the instructor within the course syllabus but failed to 
provide contact or scheduling information to attend office hours or schedule an office 
hours appointment. In these cases, the student participants sent emails in leu of attending 
office hours, which often turned into the primary method of student-instructor interaction 
within the course, or they would simply hold onto those questions and attempt to ask 
them during a weekly synchronous lecture, class time permitting.  
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Some instructor participant responses within the qualitative component of the 
research support this finding.  Of the three instructor participants interviewed, one 
indicated email was their preferred method of interacting or communicating with 
students.  Another instructor simply felt it was easier to communicate with students via 
email than schedule an office hours appointment. The students were familiar with email, 
the instructor was comfortable communicating with students through email, and prior 
experiences with office hours demonstrated a general lack of use of office hours within 
online classes. From these instructors’ perspectives, they felt students preferred to 
communicate over email and office hours was something required of them as an 
instructor within higher education.  
However, this does not mean that office hours within online classes are not useful. 
Data collected from the qualitative phase of the research showed students who had 
previous experience with office hours found their instructors to be more approachable 
and found office hours to be worth the time and effort put into attending office hours.  
The ANOVA analysis found female respondents who had attended office hours in the 
past connected goal accomplishment with student-instructor interaction within office 
hours. The common responses of those participants who indicated no prior experience 
with office hours was neutral, or neither agreeing nor disagreeing with the statements. 
This indicated the problem may not be with practice of office hours but student use of 
office hours or the student motivation to use office hours. 
What barriers were present for online students participating in office hours? 
The research identified common barriers to office hours attendance, which were 
scheduling, location, relevance, and approachability (Cox & Orehovec, 2007; Griffin et 
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al., 2014; Guerrero & Rod, 2013; Hong & Hu, 2012; Rienties et al., 2014; Smith et al., 
2017). As this study’s focus was on online classes and online student populations, 
location was not a barrier found in the results. Scheduling, relevance, and approachability 
were reported by student respondents, but relevance as defined by Smith et al. (2017) was 
categorized by student knowledge in the qualitative results of the study and worth in the 
quantitative results.  Approachability as defined by Smith et al. (2017) was found within 
the results and the definition provided by Smith et al. (2017) remained consistent among 
student respondents.  However, these were not the only barriers identified by the study 
and the results of the study expanded on what was found in research to recategorized 
office hours attendance barriers into two groups: facilitation barriers and interaction 
barriers. 
The quantitative phase of the research found approachability and worth were the 
two barriers present within the survey data.  Graduate student respondents indicated they 
felt instructors to be more approachable after each interaction, or office hours visit, but 
this result was not shared by undergraduate students, with much this group indicating a 
neutral response.  This finding was supported by the correlation analysis that found a 
student’s apprehension about approaching an instructor with a question decreases as 
students get older.  As most undergraduate students are younger, or under the age of 30, 
this could explain why approachability is a barrier for undergraduate online students. 
Worth as a barrier to office hours attendance was directly related to prior office hours 
experience.  Worth was found to be similar to a cost-benefit analysis.  Those students 
who had no prior experience with office hours felt the amount of time and effort put into 
attending office hours was not worth the benefits received from having attended.  Those 
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who did find worth in office hours were those who had prior experience and were often 
the students who attended office hours frequently. 
The qualitative phase of the research provided an in-depth look into office hours 
barriers. The research defined common barriers incorporated into this study, which were 
worth, knowledge, availability, and approachability.  The results from the qualitative 
phase found some of these barriers to be present amongst student responses. The results 
also found these barriers could be divided into two different categories: facilitation 
barriers and interaction barriers. These categories were derived from the areas of the 
course, instructor pedagogy, or student-instructor interaction practices within the course 
where adjustments could be made to address, minimize, or negate one or more barriers. 
For example, facilitation barrier included the setup, structure, and planning or scheduling 
for office hours within an online course, and interaction barriers included specific actions, 
communications, planned interactions, or social disposition the instructor exhibited 
throughout the class. 
The facilitation barriers identified by student participants were availability, 
flexibility, and student knowledge of office hours.  Student respondents defined availably 
as how office hours were used within online classes, the inconvenience of the scheduled 
time blocks for office hours, the general lack of ability of the instructor, or a lack of 
opportunity to communicate with the instructor.  Flexibility was defined as interactions 
between students and instructors during office hours, the computer-mediated 
communication technologies instructors chose to use during office hours, and the 
willingness of the instructor to alter or modify the delivery of office hours within the 
course to accommodate student needs. Student knowledge was defined as a student’s 
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understanding of how to use office hours, when to use office hours, and where students 
could find information about office hours within their course. Specifically, one student 
respondent indicated “the student body as a whole do not know how to use office hours 
effectively.” She felt instructor’s shared that belief and that created apprehension 
amongst the students toward attending office hours. Another student respondent indicated 
similar beliefs but stressed a lack of knowing how to interact with instructors was 
intimidating for students. 
The interaction barriers identified by student participants in the study were 
interactions, apprehension, and approachability. The results of the study also found that 
interaction barriers could build upon one another, or that the presence of one barrier 
could elicit the appearance of another barrier. As a barrier, interaction was defined as 
poor interactions or a lack of interaction between the student and the instructor within the 
course.  These interactions were not limited to office hours and any poor experience 
interaction with an instructor over any media would discourage future student-instructor 
interactions.  
These poor or no interactions often lead to apprehension, which was defined as 
anything that discourages the student from interacting with an instructor within an online 
course, or events, situations, or task difficulties that make students apprehensive about 
interacting with their instructors. Examples of apprehension provided by student 
participants were simple difficulties experienced attempting to contact the instructor, 
difficulties using the instructor preferred computer-mediated technology for student-
instructor interactions within the online course without adequate technical support, and 
the practice of a student-led discussion or office hour session.  One student participant 
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compared the student-led practice to a “demonstration of his own ignorance on the topic 
of the office hours session or the subject of the course.” That by requiring the students to 
ask the questions and lead the conversation, it was demonstrating to the instructor and the 
rest of the class how much the student didn’t know, which prevented the student from 
participating in office hour sessions or asking questions during synchronous classes. 
Another student participant indicated she felt she was “bothering the instructor by asking 
too many questions” in class, through email, or during office hours. This perceived 
bothering fed into her apprehension toward contacting the instructor, even though some 
of her instructors insisted the student was not “bothering” them and the instructors were 
there to answer her questions. 
Approachability was defined by students as how approachable they felt an 
instructor was based on previous interactions and how they presented themselves during 
the class or office hours. One student respondent expanded on this definition to include 
an instructor was approachable if they were personable and appeared to care about their 
students, their course, and that students were mastering the material of their course. If this 
student did not get this sense from the instructor, that discouraged her interactions with 
them. Another student respondent indicated the level of approachability of an instructor 
would influence their level of apprehension about doing so. 
Upon first reading, it could be interpreted that online education contains more 
barriers to office hours attendance than in-person learning.  That was not the intent of the 
study. The results reported from this study increased our understanding of student 
barriers to office hours attendance in the hopes of identifying ways to minimize or negate 
these barriers.  Simply categorizing these barriers into facilitation and interaction types 
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could allow instructors to better understand where the barrier lies and how to address it. It 
is also worth noting the barriers identified by research, while simplified, do not account 
for barrier scaffolding or the idea that one barrier may lead to another.  It is also worth 
noting that the results of this study may not include all student barriers to office hours 
attendance within an online class. It simply identified ones found within this study and 
expanded upon them to aid in the identification of the barrier source. 
How effective was the framework in addressing identified student barriers? 
The framework, and the use of the framework by instructors within their online 
classes, produced positive effects on barriers identified by students within those classes.  
Because each instructor chose to apply different amounts of the framework to their online 
classes, the effect of the framework on these barriers varied. Also, because student 
barriers were categorized as either facilitation or interaction based, the framework was 
more effective with facilitation barriers, but that does not mean it did not affect 
interaction barriers as well.  
Starting from the principle of “first do no harm,” the research question was 
partially answered for the framework did not take away from the practice of office hours, 
make it more difficult for students to attend office hours, or contribute to student barriers 
for attending office hours.  The framework was found to have positive effects on 
facilitation barriers student participants reported as part of the study. Specifically, in Case 
1, the tactics Professor Jack used to provide continuously advertise office hours 
throughout the course via weekly informational videos served as both student reminder 
and instructor outreach within the class. Professor Jack’s use of multiple computer-
mediated communication tools also created multiple opportunities and avenues for 
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student-instructor interaction through office hours, which positively affect the availability 
barrier. Students knew they could reach Professor Jack, they knew he would consistently 
hold office hours, and they knew he would respond to emails, and these opportunities for 
interaction minimized the facilitation barriers of availability and flexibility. 
In Case 2, the strategic scheduling of office hours by Professor Joanne made them 
more relevant for student as the sessions were devoted to questions and needs for specific 
assignments.  The flexibility of office hours delivery by Professor Joanne provided some 
students who were apprehensive about office hours, or what to ask during office hours, 
with an opportunity to listen. Students were still able to get immediate feedback during 
office hours sessions, but the use of a group office hour provided students the opportunity 
to function as a learning community, rather than the simple question-answer format of 
traditional office hours.  
In Case 3, the act of having a consistent office hours schedule combined with the 
flexibility of multiple communication technologies used made the difference for student 
participants. Professor Jane admitted she wanted her students to know when office hours 
sessions were being held, she wanted students to know they could make individual 
appointments with her if needed, and her continuous outreach ensured the barriers of 
student knowledge and availability were being addressed.  Professor Jane was also the 
only professor to use the flexibility of the framework within her class by changing and 
adjusting her tactics when she realized some of them were not working, or resonating, 
with her students. This flexibility allowed Professor Jane to meet students where they 
were, rather than students adjusting their online practices to meet the instructor, which 
resonated in student participant responses from Case 3. 
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The framework helped instructors conceptualize why they had office hours within 
their course and how they would use them. While Professors Jack and Jane admitted this 
was not something they had spent much time thinking about before this study, they both 
admitted they enjoyed the process and the results of using the framework. Even the most 
basic use of the framework by Professor Joanne produced a better office hours product 
than what she had experienced in past courses, to the point where she admitted she would 
be using the framework again.  This result may be used to answer the question of how 
effective the use of framework was at facilitating office hours within an online class from 
the instructor’s perspective.  Student participant responses could also be used as proof of 
how effective the use of the framework was at addressing office hours attendance 
barriers.   
How effective was the framework at improving student-instructor interaction during 
office hours?   
This question focused on the interaction barriers identified by students that 
framework addressed. There were other interaction barriers identified by student 
participants that were directly related to the instructor, the instructor’s pedagogy, and the 
instructor’s social disposition, rather than framework. While it may not be relevant to 
discuss these, it is important to acknowledge the framework may not address all student 
identified interaction barriers. Some of these barriers come directly from the people 
involved in the interaction. 
The use of the framework by instructors within their online classes did not 
contribute to the negative effects of identified interaction barriers and did not take away 
from, or hinder, student-instructor interactions within the course. Again, using the 
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principle of “first do no harm,” this result could serve as a partial answer to the research 
question. The positive effect related to the use of the framework within online classes 
focused on outreach. This effect was directly related to the tactics used by the instructors 
as part of the framework to remind people about office hours, course activities, and invite 
people into conversations with their instructor.  Student participants indicated that 
sometimes it was easier to interact with an instructor if the instructor reached out to them 
first, thereby “breaking the ice” and initiating the conversation. Professor Jane agreed 
with these statements and defined these outreach activities that engaged her students as 
“deposits.” 
I'm gonna call them the deposits that I put in early in the semester and throughout 
[the semester at] different times strategically. So, there were several times that I 
chose to use an announcement for the whole class. There were a couple of times 
that I also chose to email the class an encouragement email. I did that through [the 
LMS] and sent the message as an individual note, but everybody got it. And, then 
there were a few other times that I used email. There were multiple different ways 
that communication occurred asynchronously. But, I think that those kind of 
deposits helped me when I when I needed to do a different kind of email like, "I 
notice you haven't submitted that assignment this week, is there something that I 
need to know? Do you have a deadline that you're going to work on or how can 
we get that in?" I think that because I was intentional, and because I put the 
deposits in first, then I did get that reciprocation [from students] and I did get that 
buy in to using office hours both proactively and reactively. I didn't get as much 
proactive kind of purpose as I had intended, but in some cases, as far as 
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assignments go, I think I did do some real good intentional kind of meetings in the 
beginning that created the relationship with the undergrads.  
These “deposits” were used by all three instructors, even though two of them did 
not refer to them as deposits. The student participants appreciated outreach by their 
instructor, the constant flow of information, reminders, and that students were not 
required to make the first move.  These outreach activities translated into a positive effect 
on barriers directly related to instructors, but not entirely related to the framework.  By 
reaching out to the students and inviting them into the conversation, it made those 
instructors approachable.  Students did not have to make the first move; therefore, these 
interactions were less intimidating for students and they experienced less apprehension. 
Even Morgan, who indicated he experienced apprehension about participating in office 
hours with Professor Jack, found the outreach and approachability displayed by Professor 
Jack provided an avenue of interaction with the professor. 
His quick response to emails and made it very convenient to be able to interact 
with him. I mean, I felt like he was accessible all the time. I told somebody a few 
days ago I said, "you know, if I text him, he'd text back. If I email him, he'd email 
back. If I call him, he'll pick up the phone.” I've never had that before. 
The student responses may provide proof the framework could positively affect 
student-instructor interactions within an online course, even if the instructor chose to use 
a fraction of it. 
Research Summary 
The use of the framework within their classes helped instructors see beyond the 
traditional by-appointment style of office hours within online classes to include 
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alternative methods of communication with students, which many students across all 
three cases responded to well. Professor Jack discovered the practice of marketing his 
office hours to students encouraged more interaction with him and promoted what he 
referred to has his “genuine availability” to students.  The majority of these increased 
interactions were via email but Professor Jack did report an increase in office hours 
attendance as well.   
Professor Joanne found that by strategically offering her office hours throughout 
the semester, she could move away from the consistent weekly schedule that was not 
being utilized by students. The strategic placement also placed much of the burden on 
students to schedule their attendance, but Joanne did advertise her office hours through 
the semester through reminders during class and course announcements. Professor Joanne 
also implemented a group office hours format that allowed students attending to converse 
freely within the environment, with the professor there to provide direction and 
correction. To quote Professor Joanne, it allowed the students within her course to form 
their own “learning community amongst themselves regarding an assignment, research 
they were finding, or how to do things for the class.”  This does not mean group office 
hours was the only office hours style communication used by Professor Joanne. She 
simply used the group format for her scheduled office hours and supplemented with 
email and synchronous chat in-between these sessions. 
Professor Jane found that using the framework altered her perceptions of what 
office hours could be, increased the efficiency of office hours within her course, and 
increased her enjoyment of office hours within the course.  The increase in efficiency 
resulted in the use of certain asynchronous communication methods to convey office 
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hours style communications to students without students needing to initiate the 
conversations. Professor Jane also indicated this increase in efficiency translated into a 
decrease of student questions during class time, which helped focus weekly class time on 
instruction and increased student attendance in group office hours sessions.  Her 
perception of what office hours could be expanded to make the practice more dynamic, 
which students responded to well. 
However, these changes in perception, office hour facilitation, and office hours 
efficiency did not eliminate student participants need for a synchronous office hours 
option.  While many students, across all cases, indicated that although they may not use 
this option within their class, the availability of such an option provided a sense of 
security that they could use it if or when needed.  Many of these same students felt a 
traditional synchronous by-appointment option could fulfill this need and should be 
required for all instructors teaching within online classes but that option should not be 
their primary method of conducting office hours. All students across all cases indicated 
they responded well to the office hours alterations facilitated by their instructors.  Many 
of the improvements to office hours were items instructors already employed within their 
classes or had planned to do in future uses of the framework.  
The one improvement suggested by Case 3 student participants that was not 
covered by how instructors were using the framework was consistency.  This item 
spanned some different points but the primary focus was a consistent offering of office 
hours within a course, in all courses within a program, and all courses online through the 
institution.  Specifically, an instructor should lay out how office hours will be conducted 
within a course, when they are, and they should stick to that schedule, thereby providing 
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a consistent schedule where the student knows they can meet with the professor.  Office 
hours should have a consistent format across all classes within a program so there is no 
confusion on how students will meet with their professors as they progress through a 
program.  Also, there should be office hours facilitation requirements for all online 
classes at the institution so students know who they can approach an instructor with 
questions. 
As part of the interview protocol, all student participants were asked if they felt 
participating with their instructor during office hours influenced their satisfaction or 
enjoyment of the course and predict the likelihood they would take another class from 
their professor, given the interactions they had with him or in their current class.  All 
student participants in all cases indicated they felt interacting with their professor through 
office hours in the course improved their enjoyment or satisfaction in the course. Even 
those who admitted to only attending a single office hours session indicated they felt 
more connected to the instructor and the course and felt they could approach the 
instructor with additional questions as needed. Some student participants also felt these 
interactions improved their performance in the course, but their final grades had yet to be 
published at the time of the interview.  This could also be used to address the 
effectiveness of the framework to facilitate office hours within an online class from the 
student perspective.   
Every participant also said they would take another class with their professor.  
They were then given a scenario where there were two professors who taught the same 
class at the same time over the same format.  One being their professor and another being 
a professor they had not had a class with. Again, every respondent indicated they would 
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take the class with their professor based on the quality and level of interaction they 
experienced as a part of the class they had just taken. While many of the positive effects 
on interaction barriers were attributed to the instructor, some were attributed to the 
framework or the instructor’s use of the framework within the course. These results may 
also be used to answer the research questions as the framework did influence student-
instructor communication and interactions with the course and office hours.  These 
effects were primarily positive. The negative effects that were present were directly 
related to the instructor, and not the framework, were often counter balanced by the 
positive effects. While more positive effects related to interaction barriers were directly 
related to the instructor, how they carried themselves within the class, and the 
personability they expressed during these interactions, the framework did prove to be 
useful at improving student-instructor interactions and facilitating office hours effectively 
within an online course. The study showed the framework was useful in helping 
instructors think about how to deliver office hours within an online class, how to help 
motivate students to interact with their instructors, and how to address student office 
hours attendance barriers.  Perhaps most importantly, the framework helped instructors 
and students see how effective the tool could be if it was utilized effectively, rather than 
procedure instructors are required to walk through and students could use if they were 
desperate enough. 
Potential Implications 
The popularity of online classes in higher education in increasing. Research has 
shown instructors are having problems facilitating office hours and maintaining student-
instructor interactions and relationships within their online courses (Guerrero & Rod, 
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2013; Smith et al., 2017).  Data from student respondents pertaining to office hours 
attendance barriers agrees with these findings. Based on student participant’s past 
experiences with online classes, office hours were perceived by students as a task to 
complete rather than a tool to use, if office hours were offered within the online class at 
all. Student-instructor interaction outside of weekly synchronous class lectures was 
sporadic and most students indicated they would try to ask questions in the brief periods 
of time before or after class, if time was available. 
 Research also suggested students within online classes prefer to use email as a 
primary communication media within an online course because they are familiar with the 
communication tool, they know their professors are familiar using the tool, and both 
parties understand how to communicate via email (Cung et al., 2018; H. Kim et al., 2007; 
Li et al., 2011; Li & Pitts, 2009). The results from this study show this is also true, but 
only for certain communication types.  These types are restricted to simple question and 
answer communications and the effectiveness of these communications, or interactions, 
often involve immediacy. Student participants often felt email was useful when they 
needed a question answered immediately because the question was not something they 
could wait to ask until the weekly class time or the next available office hours session.   
The findings from this study also support the findings from Edwards (2009), who 
found email communications with students were to limiting and the rate of information 
transfer that happened over email did not reach the level of transfer achieved through 
direct interaction with the student, either face-to-face or synchronously online (Edwards, 
2009). Many student participants within this study felt email was a valuable tool for 
communicating with instructors during an online class but there were things that email 
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just could not do, solve, or satisfy within many student participants. Even participants 
who felt the emails they sent and received from their instructors were highly effective, or 
better than they have had with other past instructors, still felt a synchronous 
communication option with their instructor was needed for an online course.  Some 
student participants indicated a synchronous communication option should be a required 
part of the course, even if those synchronous sessions were scheduled by appointment. 
The effectiveness of office hours, or effective facilitation of office hours within an 
online class, is not about which computer-mediated communication tool is the best one to 
use.  It not about simplifying the process to make it easier to understand.  It is not about 
using a single tool to make things easier on everyone.  It is not about becoming the 
twenty-four hour professor that must be available all the time.  It is about giving students 
opportunities to communicate or interact with the professor outside of course materials or 
weekly synchronous lectures. It is about reaching out to students to find out when they 
are available and then setting aside time in the schedule to match student availability.  It 
is about motivating students to interact with the instructor, to ask instructors questions, 
and then, when they ask a question, it is about providing appropriate answer within an 
appropriate timeframe. It is about changing student perceptions of instructor 
approachability and availability through outreach, and by making those “deposits” 
throughout the semester, which this study found increased office hours attendance and 
student-instructor interactions over the life of the course.  All of these things are 
achievable within online classes.  The framework simply helped instructors think about 
how to do it.  It provided a checklist, a guide, a worksheet that could be used to help 
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instructors focus on an area of their course or pedagogy that could be improved upon, and 
these improvements could translate to improvements within other areas of the course. 
 Specific to this study, or the institution where the study took place, is the need for 
an office hours policy for adjunct instructors.  Adjuncts are a necessity within higher 
education, but they are often treated as temporary employees with a different set of rules 
than tenured faculty, associate faculty, assistant faculty, or full-time instructors. While 
not every rule within a faculty handbook may apply to an adjunct faculty member, 
adjuncts should be held to the same standards regarding teaching, teaching practices, and 
additional out-of-classroom requirements that all other faculty must adhere to. This may 
require a separate handbook for all adjunct faculty, or it may require some additional 
training adjunct faculty must complete before they begin their contract. But, if adjunct 
faculty are not held to the same standards as full-time faculty at an institution, the quality 
of education received by a student enrolled in classes taught by adjuncts may not equal 
the quality of education received by students who were taught by non-adjunct faculty. 
Suggestions for Future Research 
Data collected during the qualitative phase of the research identified two 
distinctly different barrier types: 1) barriers that occur as a result of the facilitation, 
planning, scheduling, or structure of office hours within an online class and 2) barriers 
that occur from interaction with an instructor, a lack of interaction with an instructor, 
interactions that negatively affect the students perception of an instructor, or interactions 
that negatively affect the perceived approachability or availability of an instructor.  Both 
of these barrier types have been found within office hours barrier research, specifically 
instructor approachability (Cox & Orehovec, 2007; Smith et al., 2017) and office hours 
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availability in the form of scheduling (Griffin et al., 2014; Guerrero & Rod, 2013; Li & 
Pitts, 2009; Smith et al., 2017). However, both barriers have very different solutions or 
methods of minimizing them for students.  By separating these barriers into facilitation 
and interaction categories, future research could aid in understanding how to address 
student barriers to office hours attendance and instructors could identify the specific 
components of their course, pedagogy, or interaction methods with students where 
improvements could be made to minimize the barriers effect. 
The study also used a specific motivational design model for development of the 
framework used by instructor participants to facilitate office hours and address student 
barriers to office hours attendance: ARCS (Keller, 2010). This model was used because 
of the flexibility it offered and ease of use with other instructional design models.  The 
flexibility of the model also allowed for adaptation to fit the need of the study. Overall, 
the use of the framework by instructors within the study improved student motivation to 
interact with instructors and attend office hours as part of the online class.  However, 
ARCS (Keller, 2010) is not the only motivational framework available. Future research 
could be beneficial in applying other motivational models or consumer-behavior theories 
to the problem of student office hour attendance barriers, in either face-to-face or online 
settings.   
Finally, some student participants within this study indicated they want 
mentorship, or student-mentor relationships, within their online degree programs.  Much 
of this want came from mentoring they received in past educational situations and they 
felt a similar relationship with a professor in their online program would be beneficial, 
partially because the student respondent felt nervous about completing a degree program 
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online and a mentor could help ease that apprehension. However, online mentoring 
within higher education is not widely done, if at all.  The perceived distance between the 
student, instructor, and institution often makes it difficult for mentor-mentee relationships 
to develop and the assigning of student mentor may be troublesome, as the student and 
the mentor may have never met, interacted, or spoken to one another before the 
assignment.  Future research into mentoring within online programs in higher education 
may be beneficial for these students. 
Conclusion 
Office hours started as a tool to increase student-instructor interactions outside of 
the classroom. These interactions were meant to be content rich conversations between 
students and instructor, to help answer student questions, to help advance student 
learning, and to further student connections to the instructor, the program, and the 
institution.  In recent years, however, research has shown office hours are being 
underutilized by students.  As student participant Marie, who happens to be a higher 
education instructor at a different institution, said, “the running joke with our faculty is if 
you want to get anything done, just schedule office hours.” The results of the study 
showed students understand the value of office hours.  The results also confirm the 
existence of certain barriers identified by research, specifically the availability of office 
hours and the relevance or worth of attending office hours. For online classes, these 
barriers were more apparent as online students may never meet their professor, may never 
interact with their professor outside of a synchronous lecture, and may not know how to 
approach their professor to obtain assistance. In addition, online student populations have 
different challenges and commitments that make a traditional office hours structure 
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impossible for them to utilize. As student participant Hannah said, “if I had that 
flexibility in my schedule, I probably wouldn't be doing online classes. “ 
The use of the framework by instructors within these online classes helped to ease 
some of these burdens on both instructors and students.  It required instructors to ask 
question and gather student information.  It allowed instructors to find timeslots that 
worked for most students. It helped instructors think about how they want to facilitate 
office hours and for what purpose.  It provided information and tactics instructors could 
use to motivate students to participate. It provided students with a sense that their 
instructor was trying or was making an effort with office hours. It broke the ice so 
students would not have to make first contact with their instructors. It provided reminders 
for students with busy schedules. It gave instructors something to follow, checklist to 
ensure the aspects of office hours instructor’s wanted to include within their course were 
actively being used effectively. The framework was not perfect and it could be improved 
upon, but what it did was convert an underutilized course component that was previously 
seen as a chore or a task to be completed into a tool that students and instructors found 
useful.  It gave online students and instructors another avenue for interaction.  It 
motivated both parties to participate within the interaction, required both parties to put 
forth effort, and created a more efficient office hours product within the online course.
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How do you 
identify? 
Male Female Other    
o o o    
Based on the 
number of classes 
I have passed, I 
am a: 
Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior 
Graduate 
Student  
o o o o o 
 
I am between the 
ages of: 
18-22 23-27 28-32 33-37 38-42 
Over 42 
years old 
o o o o o o 
How many online 
classes have you 
taken? 
1-4 5-9 10-14 15-19 
Over 19 
courses  
o o o o o  
While taking an 





Yes, I did 
I think so, 
but it was 
not called 
office hours 
I am not 
sure 




o o o o o  











I never know what to say 
when talking to my 
instructors. 
o o o o o 
I would attend office hours 
more often if I got 
something out of it. 
o o o o o 
Office hours are usually 
scheduled when I am free. 
o o o o o 
I feel like I can easily 
approach my instructor 
with questions. 
o o o o o 
I feel office hours should 
only be used after I have 
exhausted every other 
source of information. 
o o o o o 
Office hours are too much 
work for not enough 
payoff. 
o o o o o 
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I usually have class or 
work obligations when 
office hours are provided. 
o o o o o 
I feel like I know my 
instructor a little better 
after each office hours 
visit. 
o o o o o 
Office hours should be 
used for academic issues 
only. 
o o o o o 
An incentive for attending 
system would entice me to 
come to office hours more 
often. 
o o o o o 
Instructors tend to vary 
office hours availability to 
accommodate a variety of 
students. 
o o o o o 
I am apprehensive about 
approaching my instructor 
with questions or 
problems. 
o o o o o 
My instructors are only 
knowledgeable about their 
subject matter or the 
department they work 
within. 
o o o o o 
My instructors participated 
in our discussion rather 
than simply answering 
questions. 
o o o o o 
Office hours are usually 
listed as TBD or “by 
appointment only” on my 
syllabus. 
o o o o o 
My instructor gives me the 
impression they “don’t 
have time” for my 
questions. 
o o o o o 














I don’t need to interact 
with my instructor to do 
well in the course 
o o o o o 
I like to know my 
instructor is a real person. 
o o o o o 
I like to receive feedback 
from my instructor. 
o o o o o 
I like to know the person 
who is teaching me. 
o o o o o 
I need to be able to 
“bounce” ideas off of my 
instructors. 
o o o o o 
I trust may instructor to 
give me advise. 
o o o o o 
I enjoy casual conversation 
with instructors. 
o o o o o 
I need to know my 
questions will be answered 
in a timely manner. 
o o o o o 
I find forced conversation 
with my instructor distracts 
me from completing 
course work. 
o o o o o 
I want to complete the 
course as quickly as 
possible 
o o o o o 
Interacting with other 
students in the course is a 
waste of time 
o o o o o 
I don’t have time to 
interact with people 
beyond a casual “hello”. 
o o o o o 
Students should keep their 
interaction with instructors 
“professional”. 
o o o o o 
I don’t like it when 
instructors say “they don’t 
have time” to talk with me. 
o o o o o 
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I would like the ability to 
discuss non-class related 
issues, topics, or problem 
with my instructor. 
o o o o o 
      
**Student Office Hours 











I expected my instructors 
to do unusual or surprising 
things during office hours. 
o o o o o 
I expected my instructor to 
use a variety of 
communication methods 
for office hours 
o o o o o 
I expected that my 
curiosity would be 
stimulated by the questions 
asked or content discussed 
during office hours. 
o o o o o 
The course had a lot of 
information about office 
hours, or examples of 
office hours, that captured 
my attention. 
o o o o o 
After attending office 
hours, I felt confident that 
I would do well in the 
course. 
o o o o o 
Attending office hours 
helped temper my 
perceived challenge level 
of the course: neither too 
hard or too easy. 
o o o o o 
I felt a person has to be 
lucky to get good grades in 
their course. 
o o o o o 
Whether or not I succeeded 
in this course was up to 
me. 




Things discussed during 
office hours were useful to 
me. 
o o o o o 
To accomplish my goals, it 
was important to interact 
with my instructor during 
office hours. 
o o o o o 
I expected that the 
instructor would make 
attending office hours 
seem important. 
o o o o o 
I did not see how attending 
office hours related to the 
course content or anything 
I already knew. 
o o o o o 
I felt the amount of time or 
attention I received from 
the instructor during office 
hours was faire compared 
to other students. 
o o o o o 
I felt satisfied with what I 
got out of office hours. 
o o o o o 
I felt that I received 
enough recognition for 
attending office hours, by 
means of grades, 
comments, or other 
feedback. 
o o o o o 
I felt the amount of time 
available for office hours 
was appropriate for this 
type of course. 
o o o o o 
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APPENDIX C  –  Framework Components 
 
Define 
1. Audience Analysis  
 
a. Purpose - Online students are different than traditional face-to-face 
students.  You need to know what those differences are and when they 
may be available.   
 
 
b. Justification - You cannot assume students will come to you until you go 
to them.  Once you gain their trust and show you are willing to adjust to 
their needs, they may come to you. 
 
**Student survey instrument is provided** 
 
 
2. Analyze Course and Student-Instructor Interactions w/in Course 
 
a. Purpose - Identify areas, activities, or procedures within your course 
where student-instructor interaction is already taking place. 
 
 
b. Justification - You may already have some activities and procedures in 
your course that facilitate office-hour type interactions within your online 
course.  Identifying them and what they do may save you time later on. 
 
For example, how are you currently holding office hours for the 
course?  Do you interact with students in the course?  How do you interact 
with them? 
 
**It is important to know how you currently deliver your course: 
synchronously or asynchronously.  Both delivery modes can complement 
each other.  So, if you teach your course asynchronously, you might 
consider providing synchronous office hours, to give students a chance to 
converse with you in real-time.  If you hold synchronous class sessions, or 
live class sessions, at least once a week, you might consider an 
asynchronous office hours setup. 
 







a. Purpose - How are you going to change what you are currently doing to 
address audience needs?  What specific changes are you going to make? 
Set goals for what you want to achieve at the end of this process. 
b. Justification - This can be as simple as “increase student participation in 
office hours” or as complex as “develop personal relationships with 
students who participate in office hours”.  The goals are what you will 
design for.  Your tactics are chosen with your goals and mind and your 
evaluation of the design is predicated on whether your goals were 
achieved, or not. 
 
**When considering goals/objectives, it is important to identify the type 
of relationship you want to have with students, and these relationships are 
based on interactions.  See Cox and Orehovic’s Topology of Faculty-
Student Interaction for more information.** 
 
Design 
4. List Potential Tactics 
 
a. Purpose - You have a goal, or goals, how are you going to achieve 
them?  List any activity, procedure, event, task, or tool that will help you 
accomplish the goals and objectives identified previously (a brainstorming 
activity). 
 
b. Justification - This is based on the ARCS model.  Students need to be 
motivated to participate in office hours.  Getting students attention (A) is 
the first step.  Helping them to find relevance in attending (R) helps create 
a good experience, and keeps them coming back (C).  Continued good 
experiences with office hours creates satisfaction within the student, the 
choices they made, and the time they devoted to the activity (S).  These 
tactics should not only be listed, added, or created at different stages of the 
course but must also be implemented for each stage of ARCS.   
 
For example, it is not enough to simply create an incentive based system 
for attending office hours if you do not follow through with the incentives. 
 
**See the Potential Motivational Tactics Worksheet for 
suggested/possible tactics at each level of ARCS and a work area to 
organize the brainstorming process.** 
 
 




a. Purpose - Select the tactics that you think will work best, map them out in 
relation to the course curriculum, schedule, and other selected tactics. 
 
b. Justification - You know your class and you know how your class has 
operated in previous semesters.  Not every brainstormed tactic is 
appropriate for your curriculum, student population, or pedagogy.  Select 
the best ones, the ones you know you will utilize, or the ones you will 
devote the most time to.  Some ideas are great but ambitious ideas often 
take the most time.  If you do not have the time to devote to an ambitious 
tactic, save it for another semester. 
 
**See the Potential Motivational Tactics Worksheet for an implementation 
table to help organize your selected tactics.** 
 
Develop 
6. Integrate into Course  
 
a. Purpose - Identifying parts of the course where 
information/activities/elements need to be added, updated, changed to 
accommodate tactics. 
 
b. Justification - Based on the selected tactics, identify areas of the course 
that need to be addressed to accommodate or include the tactic. The tactics 
have to fit somewhere in the course.  This could be the creation of an 
announcement, scheduling future announcements to be delivered at 
specific dates/times, updating contact information and procedures on your 
syllabus, or adding information to a module.   
 
c. Examples – Course Information, Syllabus, Course Calendar, Course 
Announcements, support documents, course or technology instructions, 
discussions or first-week diagnostics, or course welcome information. 
 
 
7. Select and Develop Materials 
 
a. Purpose - Implement the identified changes/updates/adds to the course. 
 
b. Justification - Incorporate the tactics into the course. This step may be 
brief, or even optional, depending on the goals and tactics of your 
design.  However, if your goals are ambitious, use this step to develop, 
create, or adjust any course materials, procedures, or activities that 




c. Examples – Create several announcements to be delivered as the course 
progresses to “advertise” office hours, create module reminder items to 
advertise office hours, schedule synchronous office hour sessions ahead of 
time and provide students with date/time links, create an anonymous 
survey to allow students to rate their experiences with office hours. 
 
Pilot 
8. Evaluate and Revise 
 
a. Purpose - Implement the design and assess the effectiveness based on the 
identified goals. 
 
b. Justification - Try it. Did it work?  Why or why not?  What didn’t work 
about it?  Evaluating motivational goals can be subjective, depending on 
the goal.  A pre/post-test survey on student motivation is always an option 
but may not be applicable to your goals.  Comparing student participation 
in office hours to previous semesters may also be an option.  Or, observing 
behaviors of students within office hours over the course of the semester 




i. Observational: Do you think your relationships with students 
attending office hours has improved?   
ii. Student Observational: An anonymous survey given to office hours 
participants at different stages of the course.   
iii. Statistical: Are the number of office hour participants maintaining 
or increasing as the course progresses. 
iv. Observational: Do you find the depth of interactions are increasing 









Table A1.  
Asynchronous and Synchronous Defined 
Asynchronous Synchronous 
Definition: a type of computer-mediated 
communication where participants are 
not directly connected and information 
is sent, and received, at different time 
intervals.   
Definition: a type of computer-mediated 
communication where participants are 
directly connected and communicating in 
real-time.  The information rate of 
synchronous communication is 






• Discussion Boards 
• Blog Posts and Reflections 
Activities: 
 
• Video/Web Conferencing 
• Telephone/VoIP Calling 




• Supportive of those who are unable 
to attend scheduled class-times 
• Allows course participation 
regardless of obligation or location 
• Allows for richer reflections on 




• Provides a social aspect to online 
learning, allows for real-time answers 
to questions 
• Richer communication experience 
• Requires less time, or fewer 
interactions, to establish a connection 
or relationship 
• Responses and reflections are 
instantaneous and honest, although not 
well composed or thought out. 
 
When to use: 
 
• Reflecting or comment on a 
complex issue 
• Time, location or obligation 
conflicts 
When to use: 
 
• Getting acquainted 
• Planning tasks, simple Q and A, 
tutoring 
• Personal discussion or discussion of 

















• Email communication because 
students are in a different time 
zone, or are working when the 
instructor is available 
• Students self-reflections (where the 
student is expected to reflect on 
their own performance in the class) 
• Course reflections (where the 





• Group work and group projects, where 
students are expected to communicate, 
plan, and work together to complete 
tasks 
• Real-time discussion or lecture, where 
the instructor wants to elicit honest 
response and critical thinking as a class 
• Tutoring (where the instructor, or tutor, 
can demonstrate and discuss skills with 
students) 
Note. Information and examples from “Essentials of online course design” by M. Vai and K. Sosulski, 2011, copyright 2011 by 
Routledge, “Blended online learning: Benefits, challenges, and misconceptions” by P.J. Fadde and P. Vu, 2014, Online learning: 
Common misconceptions, benefits and challenges, copyright 2014 by Nova Science Publishers, Inc., “ Teaching and Learning at a 
Distance” by M. Simonson, S. Smaldino, M. Albright, and S. Zvacek, 2012, copyright 2012 by Pearson Education, Inc., “ Effective 
online teaching” by T. Stavredes, 2011, copyright 2011 by Jossey-Bass, and “ Asynchronous and synchronous e-learning” by S. 




Figure 1. Topology of Faculty-Student Interaction 
Figure 1.  Adapted from “Faculty-student interaction outside the classroom: A typology from a residential college” by B. Cox and 
E. Orehovic, 2007, The Review of Higher Education, 30, p. 351.  Copyright 2007 by Johns Hopkins University Press. 
 
Cox and Ovehovic’s (2007) Topology of Faculty-Student Interaction contains five levels 
of interaction, with mentoring as the highest form of interaction, or relationship, 
achievable between students and instructors.  These interactions are designed to take 
place within an educational setting and for educational purposes.  For example, a student 
and instructor may have a personal relationship outside of the classroom, but that 
relationship may not carry over into an educational setting. 
 
Cox and Ovehovic’s (2007) Topology of Faculty-Student Interaction is scalable, meaning 
each level of the topology builds upon the previous level.  The topology was initially 
designed for face-to-face student-instructor interactions but has been adapted to work 
within an online educational environment.  A brief explanation of each level of the 
topology and some example interactions associated with each level are below. 
 
Disengagement was defined as the lack of interaction between students and instructors 
outside of the classroom, despite numerous institutionally created, or mandated, 
opportunities for such interactions to occur.  Students at this level of interaction might 
say: 
• I don’t need to interact with my instructor to do well in the course. 
• I want to complete the course as quickly as possible. 
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• Interacting with other students in the course is a waste of time. 
 
Incidental Contact was defined as the unintended contact between students and 
instructors that often resulted in brief greetings, or an acknowledgement of presence, and 
never moved beyond polite conversation lasting two minutes or more.  Incidental Contact 
rarely happens within online classes, or online educational environments, but students at 
this level might say: 
 
• I like to know my instructor is a real person. 
• I like to get course announcements, but I don’t want to talk about them. 
• I don’t have time to interact with people beyond a casual “hello”. 
 
Functional Interact was defined as an interaction that occurred for course, or institutional, 
purposes.  This includes academic questions, advise or conversation related to a course, 
or other interactions related solely to an institutional element.  Students at this level of 
interaction might say: 
 
• I like to receive feedback from my instructor. 
• I need to know my questions will be answered in a timely manner. 
• Students should keep their interaction with instructors “professional”. 
 
Personal interactions may occur naturally or as the result of a functional interaction.  This 
happens when both parties identify commonality, or a common interest.  This type of 
interaction is often purposeful, even if that purpose is not related to the course or 
institution in any way.  Students at this level of interaction might say: 
 
• I like to know the person who is teaching me. 
• I enjoy casual conversation with instructors. 
• I don’t like it when instructors say “they don’t have time” to talk with me. 
 
Mentoring is a relationship that develops between students and instructors that is both 
functional and personal in nature.  Students often feel comfortable discussing issues, both 
academic and non-academic, with faculty who they have attained a personal interaction. 
These students find value in the instructor’s experiences, approach conversations with the 
instructors honestly, and are not hesitant or intimidated by the instructor.  Students at this 
level of interaction might say: 
 
• I need to be able to “bounce” ideas off of my instructors. 
• I trust may instructor to give me advise. 





Table A2. Motivational Tactics to be Implemented 
 
Beginning In-Semester End Throughout 
A 
    
R 
    
C 
    
S 
    
Note. Adapted from “Identifying Motivational Goals and Tactics” by J. M. Keller, 2010, Motivational design for learning and 
performance: The ARCS model approach, p. 241. Copyright 2010 by Springer Science+Business Media, LLC. 
Table A3. Potential Motivational Tactics (for consideration) 
 
Beginning In-Semester End Throughout 
A Ask open-ended 
questions that 




hours as if you 










office hours, how 
they want to use 
it, and how they 
want to interact 
w/ you (i.e., 
audience analysis) 
Ask students to 
submit questions 






questions to be 
addressed during 
group sessions in 
advance  
Invite students to 
an office hour 
session, or to have 
a conversation with 
you  
Schedule office 
hours that fit student 
schedules (vary 
times and days) 
 
Provide reminders 











technologies to fit 
the need of the 
conversation 
 
Vary the format and 





and upfront with 
students about 
how you view 
office hours (i.e., 
what students 
could get out of it, 
the level of 
relationship you 
are willing to 
devote to it, what 
kind of support 
you could 
provide, etc.).  
hours to fit the 
instructional 
schedule of the 
course 
 
Give to Get: tell 
students something 
personal about you, 
if you wish them to 
share personal 
things w/ you. 
  








activities for those 
who cannot attend 
live office hours 










what topics are, 




approach you with 
questions, and the 













for live sessions 
to provide 
meaning, if no 
student questions 
are submitted or 
asked.  
Tailor group or 
synchronous 
sessions to end of 
course projects, 
papers, or exams 
Record live sessions 
for those who were 
unable to attend and 











support you are 
willing to offer.  





singling out those 
who did not. 
 
Show gratitude 
for those who 
attended (because 




who attended to 









Be ready to 
support activities 












Allow students to 
talk or dominate 
the conversation 
(without allowing a 
single student, or 









students, if they 
ask for it 
 
If your course is 
exam based, rather 




Ask for student 
feedback semi-
anonymously.  How 
was the session?  
Did it help? Was it 
useful?  What could 





they attended or not)  




Ensure those who 
cannot attend are 










being answered in 
a timely manner 
 
If scheduling is 
an issue, indicate 
to students that 
you are working 
on their question, 
or that it will take 
longer than a day 
to get back to 
them. 
Ask for student 
feedback.  Allow 
them to “vent”, 





Ask for student 
testimonials (what 









Ensure those who 
were unable to 
attend office hours 














Note. Adapted from “Identifying Motivational Goals and Tactics” by J. M. Keller, 2010, Motivational design for learning and 
performance: The ARCS model approach, p. 241. Copyright 2010 by Springer Science+Business Media, LLC. 
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APPENDIX D – Interview Protocols 
 
Student Interview Protocol 
1. How do you feel about office hours?  (as an overall practice) 
a. What do you like or dislike about office hours? 
b. Why do you usually attend, or participate in, office hours? 
c. What typically stops you from participating? 
d. Do you feel office hours are more or less important in an online 
class setting? 
2. How would describe office hours to someone who knows nothing about 
it? 
a. What should office hours be, in your opinion? 
b. How should it work? When should they be offered? 
3. How were office hours different in this class versus other online classes 
you have taken? 
a. What was different about it? 
b. Did these differences make it easier for you to participate in office 
hours? 
c. Did you enjoy office hours in this class? 
d. Were office hours more relevant or informative? 
4. How many office hours sessions did you participate in? 
a. Did the instructor vary the office hours delivery method as the 
semester went on? 
 
267 
b. Were you personally invited to participate in a session? 
c. How did the instructor make it easier for you to attend? 
d. Were interactions between you and the instructor what you 
expected?  If they were not, how were they different? 
5. Do you feel participating in office hours had an effect on your grade, or 
performance, in the course? 
a. Was this a positive or negative effect? 
b. How did participating bring about this feeling? 
6. Do you feel more connected to the instructor? 
a. Did it become easier to approach the instructor with questions as 
the semester went on? 
b. Do you feel you “know them” more than just someone who grades 
assignments and answers questions? 
c. Do you feel the instructor “cares” about you? 
d. Do you feel you could ask the instructor non-course related 
questions? 
7. How would you describe your relationship with your instructor? 
a. Is there one? 
b. Were interactions with your instructor strictly “professional”? Or, 
did the instructor attempt to have a personal conversation with 
you? 
c. Were you open to personal interactions with the instructor? 
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d. Would you rather your instructors be “all business”?  Or, would 
you like to know a bit about them by the end of the course? 
8. Do you feel office hours are needed in online classes? 
a. How would you make them better? 
9. Is there anything else you would like to say about office hours, this study, 
the online class you recently completed, or the instructor who taught the 
class? 
 
Instructor Interview Protocol 
1. How do you feel about office hours?  (as an overall practice) 
a. What do you like or dislike about office hours? 
b. Why do you hold, or conduct, office hours? 
c. What typically stops you from holding office hours? 
d. Do you feel office hours are an important component of online classes? 
2. How would describe office hours to someone who knows nothing about it? 
a. What should office hours be, in your opinion? 
b. How should it work? When should they be offered? 
3. After implementing the office hours framework, how were office hours different 
in this class versus other classes you have taught? 
a. What was different about it? 
b. Did these differences make it easier for you to conduct office hours? 
c. Did you enjoy office hours in this class? 
d. Were office hours more relevant or informative? 
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4. How many office hours sessions did you hold with students? 
a. Was it easy to engage, interact, or converse with students? 
b. How did you advertise office hours to students? 
c. Did you vary the format or time offering of office hours to make it easy 
for students to attend? 
d. Were interactions between you and the students what you expected?  If 
they were not, how were they different? 
e. Did you host sessions where no one attended?  What, do you think, 
stopped students from attending? 
5. Do you feel more connected to students who participated? 
a. Did it become easier to talk with students as the semester progressed? 
b. Do you feel you “know them” more than any other student in the class? 
c. Do you feel the students who participated in office hours “care” about 
you? 
d. Do you feel you could ask participating students’ non-course related 
questions? 
6. How would you describe your relationship with students who participated in 
office hours? 
a. Was there one? 
b. Would you rather your students be “all business”?  Or, would you like to 
know a bit about them by the end of the course? 
c. Were interactions with your students strictly “professional”? Or, did the 
students attempt to have a personal conversation with you? 
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d. Were you open to personal interactions with participating students? 
7. How would you describe your experience with the framework for this study? 
a. Was it easy to follow? Use? Incorporate into your course? 
b. Were students more receptive to office hours conducted using the 
framework? 
c. Did the framework have any effect on your workload in the course? 
d. Was the experience positive or negative?  What made it so? 
e. Would you use this framework again? 
8. Do you feel office hours are needed in online classes? 
a. How would you make them better? 
9. Is there anything else you would like to add about office hours, this study, or the 
framework used in the study? 
 





APPENDIX E  
Motivational Tactics to be Implemented 
Goal/Objective: (1) Increase office hour attendance. 
Attention, Relevance, Confirmation, and Satisfaction. 
 Beginning In-Semester End Throughout 
A • Advertise office hours 
as if you were 
opening a business or 
restaurant 
• Ask students when 
they can attend 
• Gather student 
information about 
office hours, how they 
want to use it, and 
how they want to 
interact w/ you (i.e., 
audience analysis) 
• Ask students to submit 
questions in advance of 
synchronous live 
sessions 
• Publish topic 
information and 
questions to be 
addressed during group 
sessions in advance 
 • Provide reminders to 
entire class of upcoming 
office hours sessions 
• Invite students to an 
office hour session, or to 
have a conversation with 
you 
• Use different 
communication 
technologies to fit the 
need of the conversation 
R • Provide alternative 
incentive activities for 
• Be ready to support 
activities you are 
 • Publish frequently 
answered questions from 
 





those who cannot 
attend live office 





• Establish some “rules 
of engagement” for 
students including 
what topics are, and 
are not, appropriate 
for office hours, 
when/how to 
approach you with 
questions, and the 
level and type of 
support you are 
willing to offer. 
requiring students to 
perform 
• Have a list of other 
institutional support 
services available where 
students can get help for 
non-course related issues 
asynchronous office 
hours, without identifying 
students specifically 
• Record live sessions for 
those who were unable to 
attend and post them in 
the course 
C • Make a point to 
acknowledge those 
who attended office 
hours without singling 
out those who did not. 
  • Provide non-threatening 
feedback to students, if 
they ask for it 
• Ask for student feedback 
semi-anonymously. How 
 





Note. Adapted from Keller, J. M. (2010). Motivational design for learning and performance: The ARCS model approach. New York, NY: Springer Science+Business Media. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-1250-3 
 
 was the session? Did it 
help? Was it useful? 
What could you have 
done better? 
• Follow-up with students 
(whether they attended or 
not) 
S • Follow through on 
items listed previously 
• Ensure those who 
cannot attend are 
having their needs 
met/questions 
answered 
• Ensure student questions 
are being answered in a 
timely manner 
• Ask for student 
feedback. Allow them to 
“vent”, identify areas of 
strength and suggestions 
for improvement. 
• Ask for student 
testimonials (what they 
wish they knew before 
starting the semester) 
• Ensure that those who 
participated received 
incentives (if used). 
• Ensure those who were 
unable to attend office 
hours were able to 
complete alternative 
activities. 
• Ensure support is 
available for technologies 
used when facilitating 
office hours or alternative 
activities. 
 





APPENDIX F  
Motivational Tactics to be Implemented 
Goal/Objective: Goal 1 – Relationship Development - have two or more virtual conversations of 10 minutes or more with 
multiple students throughout the semester. 
 
Goal 2 – Change perception of office hours from “meeting I schedule when I’m having issues” to “meeting I schedule to 
improve my success.” Over the course of the semester, 86% of students (31) will have attended more than five different 
office hour sessions (asynchronously) or (synchronously). 
 Beginning In-Semester End Throughout 
A Be transparent and upfront 
with students about how 
you view office hours (i.e., 
what students could get out 
of it, the level of 
relationship you are willing 
to devote to it, what kind of 
support you could provide, 
etc.). - First Day Class & 
First Week Office Hour 
Session 
 
Gather student information 
about office hours, how 
they want to use it, and how 
they want to interact w/ you 
Publish topic information 
and questions to be 
addressed during group 
sessions in advance – FAQ 
Discussion Board 
 
Ask students to submit 
questions in advance of 
synchronous live sessions – 
Discussion Board 
 
Design office hour sessions 
to meet student needs 
based on survey responses.  
 Provide reminders to entire 
class of upcoming office 
hours sessions – Weekly 
Announcements 
 
Invite specific students into 
a conversation as needed – 





technologies to fit the need 
of the conversation – Chat, 
Conference, Zoom 
 





(i.e., audience analysis) – 
Survey  
R Establish an incentive 
system for attending office 
hours - Syllabus 
 
Provide alternative 
incentive activities for those 
who cannot attend live 





Establish some “rules of 
engagement” for students 
including what topics are, 
and are not, appropriate for 
office hours, when/how to 
approach you with 
questions, and the level and 
type of support you are 
willing to offer. First Week 
Office Session 
Office group sessions but 
schedule them strategically 
through the semester 
(weekly schedules may not 
be necessary) – Look 
through syllabus to 
strategically plan group 
sessions 
 
Incorporate tutoring or 
mini-lecture activities for 
live sessions to provide 
meaning, if no student 
questions are submitted or 
asked. – Look through 
syllabus to plan these 
sessions (record) 
 Publish frequently answered 
questions from 
asynchronous office hours, 
without identifying students 
specifically 
 
Record live sessions for 
those who were unable to 
attend and post them in the 
course 
 
C Make a point to 
acknowledge those who 
attended office hours 
Be ready to support 
activities you are requiring 
students to perform - Above 
Provide non-threatening 
feedback to students, if they 
ask for it – Strategic 
Ask for student feedback 
semi-anonymously.  How 
was the session?  Did it 
 





Note. Adapted from Keller, J. M. (2010). Motivational design for learning and performance: The ARCS model approach. New York, NY: Springer Science+Business Media. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-1250-3 
without singling out those 
who did not. – Badge in 
Canvas Attendance App 
planned with group 
sessions 
help? Was it useful?  What 
could you have done better? 
 
Follow-up with students 
S Ensure those who cannot 
attend are having their 
needs met/questions 
answered Canvas message 
sent to individual students.  
 
Share student testimonials 
from previous semester (if 
collected) – First Day and 
Office Hour Session with 
Former Student 
Ensure student questions are 
being answered in a timely 




Ask for student feedback.  
Allow them to “vent”, 
identify areas of strength 
and suggestions for 
improvement. – Midterm 
& Last office hour session 
 
Ask for student testimonials 
(what they wish they knew 
before starting the semester) 
Last office hour session 
Ensure that those who 
participated received 
incentives (if used). 
 
Ensure those who were 
unable to attend office hours 
were able to complete 
alternative activities. 
 
Ensure support is available 
for technologies used when 
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